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BIRMINGHAM SHOOTINGS 

Legalise all drugs 

Too many arms in Britain? In fact, a ‘gun culture’ is just what the working class needs, argues Mark Fischer 



T he response from the govern¬ 
ment to the tragic shooting of four 
young people outside a new year 
party in Birmingham was predict¬ 
able. More repression, more irrational and 
counterproductive legislation, more near 
racist bile. As far as Blair is concerned, it 
is a controversy akin to manna from 
heaven - illicit dmgs, automatic weapons 
and gunned-down teenagers. What 
more could a reactionary politician wish 
for? 

In truth, talk of a rampant ‘gun culture’ 
in Britain is nonsense. While there has 
been a rise in the number of gun-related 
offences in the last few years (running at 
around 8,000 annually), British streets are 
hardly Dodge City. True, there is a layer 
of young people - particularly some black 
youth in deprived inner-city areas - that 
have a certain semi-lumpen fascination 
with supposed ‘glamour’ crime and crimi¬ 
nals. The gangster strand in rap music is 
a reflection of this social phenomenon, 
not - as culture minister Kim Howells 
seems to imply in some of his comments 
- one of its main sources. 

It is clear that these unfortunate teen¬ 
age girls were caught up in crossfire of 
something other than a dispute about the 
merits of So Solid Crew’s last CD. Ac¬ 
cording to all sources, the incident was 
drug-related, a dispute between two ri¬ 
val gangs over the control of supply on 
a particular patch. Overall, the marginal 
increase in the use of guns on the streets 
of Britain is associated with the inner-city 
trade in crack cocaine. Or, more precisely, 
guns are an indispensable accessory to 
get ahead in this (huge) sector of the 
economy, as the trade remains illegal 
and thus the exclusive preserve of crimi¬ 
nals. 

Blunkett’s knee-jerk talk of mandatory 
five-year sentences for the possession 
of firearms (partially retracted the next 
day) is a thoroughly irrational and deeply 
reactionary response. Criminals - by defi¬ 
nition - break the law. While the rewards 
remain big enough - in this case the mas¬ 
sive returns in the dmg trade - they will 
continue to do so, no matter how many 
laws you pile up. Indeed, more repressive 
laws are likely to add to the mystique and 
the gangster kudos around guns rather 
than turn alienated youth off them. 
Tougher legislation simply ensure that 
the guns remain in the hands of people 
that none of us should trust - criminals 
and the police. 

The experience of prohibition in the 
United States in the 1920s and 30s pro¬ 
vides obvious parallels. 

The 18th amendment, introduced in 
1917, banned the production, transpor¬ 


tation and sale of alcohol. The immedi¬ 
ate effect of this was to drive millions of 
ordinary Americans into criminality, as 
they were forced to flout the law in order 
to indulge in a commonplace recreational 
dmg. Prohibition also tended to danger¬ 
ously degrade the quality of alcohol avail¬ 
able to the public, leading to many deaths 
and injuries. Suffice to say, the profit rates 
were stupendous; gangsters such as 
Chicago’s A1 Capone became mega-rich, 
and with wealth came political influence. 

By 1927, Capone was earning $60 mil¬ 
lion annually from alcohol sales alone, 
with associated rackets bringing him in 
an extra $45 million a year. With these mil¬ 
lions behind him Capone could bribe 
police and politicians of Chicago - to an 
estimated tune of $75 million. 

Inevitably, the prohibition of drugs 
produces broadly the same patterns to¬ 
day. According to FBI data produced in 
1998, one out of three robberies and bur¬ 
glaries committed in the US was to ob¬ 
tain money for high-priced, black market 
dmgs. Figures from the same period in¬ 
dicated that up to 40% of the murders in 
the US’s major cities and 20% of its kill¬ 
ings nationwide occurred in the drug 
trade. Unsurprisingly, the UK shows the 
same essential features: 

• Half of all property crime (£2 billion) is 
committed to support an illegal drug 
habit. 

• Two thirds of repeat offenders are 
heroin and/or cocaine users. 

• 30-40% of the prison population are 
heroin and cocaine users. 

• The UK illegal dmg trade is estimated 
to be worth £10-£20 billion a year. 

For a government that seems so na¬ 
ively mesmerised by the market in other 
spheres, it is puzzling why Blair’s Labour 
cannot work out the basics of supply 
and demand for dmgs. You cannot pro¬ 
hibit a massively popular, demand-led in¬ 
dustry without huge social dislocation. 
Human societies throughout history 
have used psychoactive dmgs - whether 
recreationally, or for religious or ceremo¬ 
nial occasions - and are likely to do so far 
into the future. 

Attempts to restrict them in today’s so¬ 
ciety simply remove the supply from le¬ 
gal sources and hand it over to 
organised crime. The dmgs trade, along 
with oil and arms, is now one of the top 
three commodity businesses in the world 
and the authorities are powerless to stop 
it (it makes up eight percent of interna¬ 
tional commerce and is valued at £300 
billion annually). 

As the website of Transform, a cam¬ 
paign for the legalisation of dmgs, notes, 
“When the trade is in the hands of or¬ 


ganised crime, unregulated dealers gov¬ 
ern supply at street level. The econom¬ 
ics of supply and demand push the price 
to astronomical levels and a daily habit 
becomes prohibitively expensive. Con¬ 
sequently many dependent users steal 
to pay for dmgs. As with alcohol prohi¬ 
bition in the USA during the 20s and 30s, 
violent turf wars are provoked, as com¬ 
peting criminal networks battle for con¬ 
trol of the hugely lucrative dmgs market. 
Criminal dmg gangs are responsible for 
much of the armed violence and blood¬ 
shed on the UK’s streets” (www. trans- 
form-dmgs.org.uk/). It is all very simple, 
really... 

The government’s response to the 
tragedy in Birmingham has concentrated 
on the need to further restrict access to 
guns - “We will not tolerate an escala¬ 
tion in the number of guns on our 
streets,” Blunkett postures, as if this were 
the key problem. 

In fact, today’s level of violent crime 
has little to do with legal access to guns. 
Historically, restrictions on the right of 
the mass of people in society to bear arms 

- once regarded in this country as a right 
as basic as habeas corpus or trail by jury 

- have been associated with a determi¬ 
nation by the ruling class to control 
those below. 

For instance, the late Victorians had 
more or less free access to firearms. Yet, 
according to coroners’ reports, between 
1890 and 1893 there were just 524 deaths 
attributable to guns - 443 of these were 
suicides and 49 accidental deaths. Thus, 
an annual average of just 10 gun deaths 
were due to murder or manslaughter. 

Serious controls began as late as 1903 
with the Pistols Act, which required a li¬ 
cence for the ownership of certain cali¬ 
bres of weapon. Far more significant, 


however, was the Firearms Act of 1920. 
It is important to be clear that what 
prompted its introduction was not con¬ 
cern over gun crime - between 1911 and 
1917, there were 170 incidents in London, 
an annual average of 24 - but the estab¬ 
lishment’s deep unease about the class 
stmggle. 

Civil war raged in Ireland. A revolution¬ 
ary Communist Party was bom, promis¬ 
ing a British version of the Bolshevik 
revolution, which commanded wide sym¬ 
pathy amongst our working class. Even 
before the Party’s formal creation, ad¬ 
vanced layers of the working class in 
Britain had taken a dramatic stand of 
solidarity with the embattled workers’ 
state - the Hands Off Russia campaign 
had stopped the loading of the Jolly 
George with munitions intended to arm 
the counterrevolutionary Polish inter¬ 
vention against the young Soviet repub¬ 
lic. The determination of the government 
to kill off the Russian Revolution sparked 
a national network of councils of action 
threatening a general strike unless Brit¬ 
ish involvement ended. Lenin com¬ 
mented at the time - perhaps a little 
optimistically - that the movement repre¬ 
sented “the same kind of dual power as 
we had under Kerensky”. 

Meanwhile firearms were hardly diffi¬ 
cult to obtain. Millions of demobilised sol¬ 
diers - overwhelmingly proletarian and 
deeply alienated from the existing sys¬ 
tem by their experiences during the 
slaughter that was World War I - returned 
to Britain with souvenir pistols, grenades 
and rifles. So the country was awash with 
weapons along with the human material 
that might use them in the struggle of 
class against class. 

It was in this context - not any concern 
for the wellbeing of ordinary people - that 


the jittery government introduced the 
Firearms Act, which in substance re¬ 
mains in place as the modem scheme of 
control. Over the next 20 years or so, the 
rate of nearly every type of crime - includ¬ 
ing gun offences - fell. Yet more and more 
restrictions piled up. Clearly, the agenda 
was not being set by government con¬ 
cern over ‘public safety’. 

It is a huge weakness of today’s left 
that it does not address questions such 
as gun control and dmgs in a principled 
manner. People before profits , the mani¬ 
festo of the Socialist Alliance - supported 
by the Socialist Worker Party majority - 
calls for the police to be made “account¬ 
able” to local communities. Not to be re¬ 
placed by the democratically armed 
community itself. And in that same re¬ 
formist spirit, as we reported in these 
pages, there was a pronounced back¬ 
sliding by SWP comrades in Paul Foot’s 
campaign for Hackney mayor last year 
on the question of dmgs. 

The manifesto position of the SA, is 
relatively healthy - “Legalise cannabis 
and decriminalise all dmgs”. SWPers in 
Hackney agreed to campaign for the le¬ 
galisation of cannabis - bound to be a 
“vote-winner”, it was said. But explic¬ 
itly linking this to the SA’s call for the 
decriminalisation of all drugs was re¬ 
jected (see Weekly Worker September 5 
2002 ). 

Such pathetic vote-chasing is crass 
opportunism. Equally to the point, it ut¬ 
terly fails to challenge the ideological 
offensives conducted by the govern¬ 
ment. Indeed in singling out cannabis for 
legalisation it simply falls in behind Blun¬ 
kett’s agenda of creating a rigid distinc¬ 
tion between so-called ‘soft’ drugs - 
which are to be tolerated - and ‘hard’ 
dmgs. The latter category, and of course 
its users, being subject to a mammoth 
campaign of seizures, spying and repres¬ 
sion - sending the price, the numbers in 
prison and the criminal profit rate soar¬ 
ing higher and higher. 

The Communist Party unequivocally 
states that we are “against the stand¬ 
ing army and for the armed people” and 
demands that “the people have the right 
to bear arms and defend themselves” 
(see our draft programme at www.cpgb. 
org.uk/draftprog.html). In addition, we 
call for the legalisation of all dmgs, for 
their democratic regulation by society 
as a whole. 

Thus, our programme is not about the 
‘rights’ of drug gangs to spray our 
streets with bullets, but the right of the 
working class to arm itself, to take con¬ 
scious control of the policing of its own 
communities into its own hands • 
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Eternal nations? 

Comrade Paul Anderson wants workers’ 
unity ( Weekly Worker December 19). 
That is the saving grace of his confused 
and ineffective misrepresentation of the 
positions taken by Jack Conrad and the 
CPGB on the national question. The false¬ 
hoods he presents cut no ice with those 
of us familiar with the CPGB’s anti-chau¬ 
vinist, democratic programme for work¬ 
ing class unity through self-determina¬ 
tion. But comrade Anderson is evidently 
deceiving himself. His ‘Leninist’ specta¬ 
cles are thoroughly steamed up with na¬ 
tionalist mist, and his letter shows us just 
how blurred is his vision. 

1. Comrade Conrad does not “ignore 
completely” Lenin’s view that separation 
can, in some circumstances, strengthen 
workers’ unity. On the contrary, this is 
precisely our view with respect to Brit¬ 
ain and Ireland. 

2. Comrade Conrad is not opposed to “the 
advocacy of self-determination”, but ex¬ 
plicitly upholds it in all his writings. It is 
the advocacy of separatism that we op¬ 
pose, and the separation of Scotland 
from the rest of Britain. We support the 
right of Scotland to separate from Eng¬ 
land and Wales - and we support the 
right of Scotland to stay united with 
England and Wales. But we advocate 
staying together. We fight for voluntary 
unity, underpinned by the right to sepa¬ 
rate. 

3. Lenin’s charge of “acting in a pedantic 
and philistine manner” is directed against 
those who reject the right of self-deter¬ 
mination, treating it as a diversion from 
class struggle. In reality, wherever a na¬ 
tional movement exists, upholding the 
right to self-determination is a precondi¬ 
tion for winning working class unity. 

4. Comrade Conrad does not “posit Scot¬ 
tish and Welsh democratic aspirations as 
false consciousness” (comrade Ander¬ 
son asserts this without any quotation). 
On the contrary, we recognise the demo¬ 
cratic deficit - the unity of the UK is not 
voluntary. Alongside British withdrawal 
from Ireland, we fight for the voluntary 
unity of England, Scotland and Wales in 
a federal republic in which each part has 
the constitutional right to secede - or to 
stay. 

Despite his reference to class unity, one 
cannot help wondering what exactly are 
comrade Anderson’s “aspirations” and 
“desires” for humanity. Is his a national¬ 
ist vision of a free, independent and eter¬ 
nal Scotland, with an equal place in the 
world community of eternally separate 
nations - or is it the communist vision in 
which nations merge and dissolve into 
one human community? 

Stan Keable 
London 

Wrong path 

Jack Conrad, the theoretical mouthpiece 
of the party centre, is leading the CPGB 
down the wrong path. He is deviating 
from the economic determinism of clas¬ 
sical Marxism, replacing it with a political 
economism. 

Witness the statement: “The Socialist 
Alliance must prioritise the political train¬ 
ing ... of the working class and develop 
its political consciousness” ( Towards a 
Socialist Alliance party London 2001, 
p22). Truth: political consciousness 
arises out of conscious existence. Con¬ 
scious existence is determined by life, by 
material conditions, the economic inter¬ 
course of men. Once the material condi¬ 
tions become fetters upon themselves, 
once proletarians become oppressed by 
capital, so understanding of material con¬ 
ditions is achieved: that is, conscious 
existence is realised en masse. The un¬ 
derstanding of experience - driven by 
capital’s relationship to wage labour, in 
its extreme form during a crisis of capital 


- gives rise to the proletarian’s cogni¬ 
sance of the material conditions in which 
he lives. He achieves conscious exist¬ 
ence and in doing so political conscious¬ 
ness is achieved. 

Again a statement by Jack Conrad: 
“We cannot develop the political con¬ 
sciousness of the working class without 
having answers to all democratic short¬ 
falls and exposing all cases of injustice” 
(p23). As we have just seen, we do not 
develop the political consciousness of 
the working class; rather it is done 
mechanistically by the relationship be¬ 
tween experience and conscious exist¬ 
ence. The political superstructure cannot 
develop political consciousness: this can 
only come from the economic sphere in 
conjunction with the political sphere, in 
that order. That is, the state’s action in 
opposition to a strike wave and mass 
strike shall determine whether revolution 
is unleashed by history or not. 

Jack Conrad elsewhere argues that: “... 
the communist revolution begins as a 
political act by an oppressed class” 
(CPGB draft programme). Comrade Ian 
Donovan misunderstood the mass strike 
and its role in the proletarian revolution; 
Jack Conrad simply ignores it. It is 
through the mass strike that the revolu¬ 
tion is realised. It is due to the mass strike 
that the worker evolves rapidly from a 
wage slave to a revolutionary. It and it 
alone serves to awaken the revolution¬ 
ary consciousness of the proletarian. The 
communist revolution begins as a strike 
wave that becomes ever more politicised, 
owing to negative state reactions, turn¬ 
ing from strike wave to mass strike and 
inevitably into open revolution. 

To conclude, Jack Conrad obsessively 
downplays economic demands and 
prioritises political issues, but still he 
states that “Everyone knows the CPGB 
does not ignore or dismiss economic 
demands” ( Towards a Socialist Alliance 
party p25). He then goes on to justify his 
conclusions by “having answers to all 
democratic shortfalls and exposing all 
cases of injustice” on the false premise 
that “in and of themselves they [eco¬ 
nomic issues] are containable within the 
wage-capital loop of bourgeois society”. 
There is no circuit breaker save that of 
“a more generous democracy” (ibid). 

I have severe reservations about Jack 
Conrad’s theory that by focusing upon 
every “democratic shortfall” of capital¬ 
ism (of which there are many) we shall as 
a party bring about a communist revolu¬ 
tion. My justification: it is the real basis 
of society, the economic substructure, 
where revolutionary consciousness 
arises, not in Jack Conrad’s demands for 
extending formal bourgeois democracy, 
or his continuous struggle to place po¬ 
litical demands first. 

Jack Conrad has, and sadly will again 
and again, place political questions 
above and beyond economic issues, 
much to my dismay. 

Richard Sherratt 
email 

Age of consent 

I too find John Hughes’s arguments 
against Blunkett’s planned change on 
the age of consent dubious and distaste¬ 
ful and would question his motives over 
the issue (Weekly Worker December 5). 

I find it highly unlikely that an indi¬ 
vidual under 11 years of age can freely 
enter into a sexual encounter with an 
adult, as stated by Hughes. However, I 
would support comrade Ian Donovan’s 
comments (Weekly Worker December 19) 
that it would be wrong to censor 
Hughes’s words for the reasons comrade 
Donovan outlined. 

This shouldn’t distract any of us from 
the central issue though - whether the 
CPGB’s position concerning the removal 
of the age of consent is correct. I think it 
is. 

With or without an age of consent, 
child sex abuse would still occur. How¬ 
ever, as we all appear to acknowledge that 


the problem of paedophilia is exagger¬ 
ated by the bourgeois media, figures also 
highlight that the idea of a playground 
pervert preying on young boys and girls 
at nearly every infant school and park 
couldn’t be further from the truth. Al¬ 
though I was unable to obtain more up- 
to-date figures, according to home office 
statistics, out of a total of around 6,000 
convictions for sexual offences in 1997, 
894 of these were against children, tried 
under the ‘under 16’ law. The home of¬ 
fice also reported that “many more” sex 
convictions against children were tried 
under the broader offences of rape or 
indecent assault. 

Unfortunately, the home office fails to 
keep accurate records on an issue that 
initiates such a public outcry, but a rough 
estimate is that about 2,000 of all known 
sexual offences occur against children. 
As most child abuse occurs within the 
family and thus goes largely unreported, 
this figure highlights those paedophiles 
who are more overt in their actions. Of 
course, the fact that there is a figure at all 
is disturbing, but it does indicate that the 
‘playground pervert’ problem is not one 
that is prevalent. 

I personally find individuals who have 
been convicted of sex offences against 
children sad and pathetic and their ac¬ 
tions deplorable. But I also find the bour¬ 
geois media’s often used hype and 
encouragement of a national panic over 
the issue a dangerous one - particularly 
when we hear of an increase in the 
number of innocent parents being 
brought under police custody on the 
hunch of social workers that they may 
have been involved in sexually abusing 
their children. Having said that though, I 
maintain that it is not irrational or neces¬ 
sarily sexually exploitative for an adult to 
have a loving sexual relationship with a 
14-year-old, for example, without it being 
labelled by others as the crime of the 
century. There are going to be occasions 
when that is simply not the case. 

Finally, I think it is important to point 
out that I am not against laws that are de¬ 
signed to protect individuals of any age 
from abuse, including sexual abuse , 
from others within society. It would be 
farcical if we thought otherwise. 

Bob Paul 
East London 

Gay children 

The cover-up of the homophobic treat¬ 
ment of Damilola Taylor is a tmly shock¬ 
ing example of how die anti-gay bullying 
of young kids is swept under the carpet. 

Damilola’s mother told The Independ¬ 
ent that he had been the victim of an as¬ 
sault a few days before the fatal attack. 
His assailants accused him of being gay. 
Other newspapers, including The Guard¬ 
ian and The Daily Telegraph , as well as 
BBC news, reported that Damilola suf¬ 
fered homophobic bullying and taunts 
of “gay boy”. But the media coverage of 
the trial and the subsequent investiga¬ 
tion into the failed prosecution - led by 
the bishop of Birmingham, John Sentamu 
- blanked out these cmcial facts and failed 
to even consider any possible links be¬ 
tween the anti-gay bullying of Damilola 
and his subsequent murder. 

If Damilola had been bullied because 
of his race, racism would have become a 
major focus in the police investigation 
and the bishop’s inquiry - as it was in the 
Stephen Lawrence case, which resulted 
in demands for action against institu¬ 
tional racism. But because Damilola’s 
bullying was homophobic - not racist - it 
was ignored by everyone. There has 
been no condemnation of the institu¬ 
tional homophobia of the police, school 
and church. 

Whether Damilola was gay, or merely 
perceived to be gay, is not the issue. 
Why was his murder not treated as a 
possible hate crime and why will no one 
acknowledge the atmosphere of homo¬ 
phobia that surrounded Damilola’s last 
days? This silence is evidence that the 


public is unwilling to confront the reality 
of gay children as well as the abuse faced 
by children who are either gay or per¬ 
ceived to be gay. 

Social denial and prejudice renders gay 
children invisible. People are willing to 
accept the existence of gay adults be¬ 
cause they believe sexual orientation is 
a purely behavioural issue, and only an 
active (same) sex-life is ‘proof’ of a per¬ 
son’s sexuality. Since most experts agree 
that sexual orientation is set either before 
birth or in early life, gay children must 
exist. Most gay people, when asked 
when they first knew they were gay, will 
tell you that they felt ‘different’ ever since 
they could remember. While society 
seems ready to address the concerns of 
gay adults, heterosexual parents seem to 
be in denial that tens, if not hundreds, of 
thousands of them will have gay chil¬ 
dren. 

The needs of gay children are com¬ 
pletely ignored, and when one of them 
dies, as Damilola did - perhaps because 
he was either gay or perceived to be gay 
- the police, church, media and govern¬ 
ment rush around trying to find other 
reasons and excuses. 

The Damilola Taylor case has been 
projected as primarily a race and immigra¬ 
tion issue. There are serious problems 
about how the police handle crimes in the 
black community and how immigrants 
are treated. These are very important 
questions, but this should not mean that 
the obvious is ignored. 

Peter Tatchell 
Outrage 

Darwinism 

Mike Macnair’s review of the most recent 
publication from Stephen Jay Gould 
comes across a bit confusing (‘Darwin¬ 
ism and Marxism’ Weekly Worker De¬ 
cember 19). The core question is simply 
this: what is the practical relationship 
between ‘dialectical biology’, as prac¬ 
tised by Gould and others, and the poli¬ 
tics of everyday struggle? 

My feeling is that much political dis¬ 
cussion among Marxists is so often 
caught up within itself such that it tends 
to beat a well-trodden path. Captioned 
by endless references to text and the ‘les¬ 
sons of the past’, it is sometimes blinker¬ 
ed to what is really happening. It can be 
hampered by habit. 

By turning to Gould and his kin, as well 
as brilliant synthesisers of dialectical 
materialism such as the psychologists, 
Vygotsky and Luria, the core method of 
Marxism rather than its seeming stale 
formulas is replenished. Rather than be¬ 
ing an offhand label, ‘historical material¬ 
ism’ becomes part of a tmly broad and 
universal science that tries to ascend 
relentlessly to the concrete - not just of 
human history, but of everything. 

Dave Riley 
email 

Punctuated 

hogwash 

What hogwash. There’s nothing like 
muddle on the left, when the scent of ‘bad 
theory’ takes over. Darwinism has con¬ 
fused Marxism from the very beginning 
and obviously caught Marx off guard. 
He was unable to successfully prevent 
what he could clearly see was a problem¬ 
atic theory, but whose surging popular¬ 
ity was hard to reckon with and which 
was soon a Second International favour¬ 
ite. This had disastrous results in a vari¬ 
ant of social Darwinism applied to mass 
murder on a class basis. 

The liberators from ideology were 
paralysed by this theory and creationist 
fundamentalists ended up taking up the 
critique. It was a clear case of ‘guard dogs 
that won’t bark’. The ideological strain 
in Darwinian selectionism is so obvious 
that massive efforts of propaganda 
added to ostrich worship are required to 
keep people confused enough to believe 


in it. It was obvious that capitalist ideol¬ 
ogy and selectionist conflict theory were 
married in hell, and the confusion stuck 
because it is hard to conceive of real 
evolution, and because, among Marx¬ 
ists, the obsession with reductionist 
materialism is so great that Darwin’s 
theory is useful in religion-bashing. 

The theory of punctuated equilibrium 
is one of the greatest of botched ideas, 
and has never been properly clarified, 
and is not likely to be so clarified within 
the context of conventional Darwinism. 
As far as one can tell, Gould lost his nerve 
and compromised/backed down from his 
original claims - witness the obscurity of 
the argument in his Structure of evolu¬ 
tionary theory. Go read Niles Eldridge’s 
Myths of human evolution for a possi¬ 
ble glimpse of what these fellows were 
originally talking about (at least in his¬ 
tory). Eldridge won’t even cite this book 
any more in his notes. 

The mystique of evolution/revolution 
makes this thinking suspect, a statement 
neither left nor right. The ‘theory’ of 
revolution, confused Hegelian dialectic 
and the rest of it can only throw further 
discredit on ‘punctuated equilibrium’ and 
the Marxist propensity to accept half- 
baked thinking if it confuses enough 
troopers to be useful as ‘standard vio¬ 
lent revolution’ ideology. This is not a 
rejection as such of Marxism one way or 
the other, but all these confused theories 
do no one any good, and have spoiled 
the real basis of punctuated equilibrium 
as a concept. Gould was at least consist¬ 
ent in his thinking, but his failure to deal 
with directional evolution made punctu¬ 
ated equilibrium a substitute, but one that 
never clarified the issues. 

The eonic model gives a comprehen¬ 
sive treatment of such an idea (indirectly, 
the term ‘punctuated equilibrium’ is dis¬ 
owned, and is spoilt beyond repair) ap¬ 
plied to history. The evidence shows a 
clear punctuational sequence, speaking 
descriptively, not theoretically. We actu¬ 
ally see phenomena, highly difficult to 
analyse, in world history that represent 
‘punctuation of an equilibrium’, although 
this has nothing to do with the original 
(confused) concept. 

Grafting punctuated equilibrium onto 
‘dialectics’ and a ‘theory of revolution’ 
is simply a muddle. The correct treatment 
of revolution requires careful founda¬ 
tions, and can never be used for ideologi¬ 
cal purposes, a point clearly sensed by 
Marx with his incipient distinctions of 
theory and praxis. But theoretical disci¬ 
pline was frittered away here, and the 
worst-case confusions of ‘teleological 
thinking’ were standard ideology in 
thinkers of the Second International. 

The legacy of the left in terms of cau¬ 
sation/teleology and theories confusing 
praxis is both chronic and apparently an 
incurably second-rate laughing stock, 
and not very funny when used by vio¬ 
lent psychopaths. Face it - Marxism 
foundered here, and no one can even 
critique it. Thus Marx gave sufficient 
hints that he was not happy with Dar¬ 
win’s theory. 

Punctuated equilibrium is not going to 
help anything, because it will simply be 
reapplied to futuristic historicism in a 
confusion finished off by Karl Popper. 
The fallacy in Gould’s thinking can be 
seen in his collation of standard economic 
theory and Darwinism, this from a sup¬ 
posed Marxist. The left would like to kid 
itself here, but Gould was obviously dis¬ 
tancing himself. 

John Landon 
email 

Glorious islam 

As you may know, over the years islam 
has been receiving negative coverage 
from western media. Whether intentional 
or as a result of ignorance, western me¬ 
dia, on many occasions, depicted islam 
as a violent and unfair religion - some¬ 
thing, which is neither true nor justified. 

In our efforts to present you with a true 
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ACTION 


CPGB London seminars 


Sunday January 12, 5pm - History of Labourism - ‘Labour and fascism’, 
using Ralph Milliband’s Parliamentary socialism as a study guide. 

Sunday January 19, 5pm - ‘Marcuse’s great refusal’, using Istvan 
Meszaros’s The power of ideology as a study guide. 

The lessons of Leeds 

CPGB-AWL joint school, Saturday January 25, University of London 
Union, Malet Street, London. Times and agenda to be announced. 

No to Terrorism Act 

Picket to demand release of activists campaigning for human rights in 
Turkey charged under Terrorism Act: Monday January 13, 10am, Bow 
Street Magistrates Court, London. 

Organised by People Against the Terrorism Act, 07810 397268. 

Defend Council Housing 

Lobby of parliament, Wednesday January 29. 

Artists against the War 

Postcards - 50p each. 

• artistsagainstthewar @ hotmail.com; 

• www.artistsagainstthewar.org.uk 

• wwwstopthewar.org 

Party wills 

The CPGB has forms available for you to include the Party and the stmggle 
for communism in your will. Write for details. 

RDG 

To contact the Revolutionary Democratic Group email 
rdgroup @ yahoo .com 


Socialist Alliance 


Women’s day school 

Day of discussion and campaigning ideas for women only, organised by 
Socialist Alliance - Saturday January 25, 11am to 5pm, Cross Street Chapel, 
Cross Street, Manchester. Creche and accommodation for Friday/Saturday 
nights with SA members in Manchester available. 

Details from Margaret Manning: margaret@homemanning.freeserve.co.uk 

Annual conference 

Saturday March 15 2003, South Camden Community School, Chamngton 
Street, London Nl. Policy resolutions and constitutional amendments may 
be submitted by individual SA members, local SAs or national executive. 
Deadline: Friday January 24. Nominations to national executive and appeals 
committee - send with biographical details (100 words max) to conference 
arrangements committee by January 24. Election of NEC by slate using 
alternative vote system. Nomination of slates will close at conference, 
Saturday March 15, 2pm. 

Office worker 

Full-time office worker required. Job description, terms and conditions of 
employment currently being decided. Contact SA national office. 

Socialist Alliance, Wickham House, 10 Cleveland Way, London El 4TR; 

020 7791 3138; office@socialistalliance.net 


Stop the War Coalition 

National conference 

Saturday January 11, 10am to 5pm, Camden Centre, Judd Street, London 
(nearest station: Kings Cross). 

Each local STWC: up to four delegates. Each affiliated organisation (less 
than 1,000 members): two representatives; between 1,000 and 10,000: four; 
more than 10,000: six. Individuals paying standing order may also be 
delegates. Supporters welcome to attend without speaking/voting rights. 
Please let the Office know who your delegates are, or if you wish to attend 
as an individual, by December 2. 

Registration: £5 waged; £3 unwaged, payable on the day. 

Stop the War Coalition, PO Box 3739, London, E5 8EJ; 
office @ stopwar.org.uk; 
www.stopwar.org.uk; 020 7053 2155/ 


picture of islam, the religion of more than 
a billion people, we attach for you links 
to several tmsted islamic sites that will 
provide you with all the information you 
need to know about the true and glori¬ 
ous religion of islam (refer to 
jubjalyat@mail.com). 

We wish you the best of luck and may 
allah show you the path to tme belief. 
JubailDa’Wah Centre 
Saudi Arabia 

Vicious islam 

It is interesting that the word ‘ religion ’ 
and not ‘Christianity’ is used in the well- 
worn phrase, “Religion is the opium of 
the masses”. The difficulty with religion 
is that the majority of believers are always 
quite pleasant people - until the bishop, 
mullah or holy man (or commissar or 
Gauleiter) gets up on his soap box and 
starts to preach. 

It is sad that the vast majority of mus- 
lims live in what is frankly a dark age simi¬ 
lar in substance to that of Europe a 
thousand or so years ago. There may be 
a tiny minority of westernised and well- 
educated muslims but they are the 
equivalent of Church of England adher¬ 
ents - making the right noises at the right 
time but enjoying a snort of nose pow¬ 
der and a glass of whiskey with the best. 
If they have any sense they tend to get 
away from the minarets as quickly as 
possible! 

In reality there are millions of muslims 
who are ignorant of the world, lied to by 
their mlers, frightened of anything which 
smacks of modernity, and have a knowl¬ 
edge of classical Arabic (which is often 
compared to Chaucer’s ‘English’ in the 
Canterbury tales), yet have an inability 
to communicate in their own written lan¬ 
guage, as in central and southern Asia. 
These islamic followers have been 
taught (well, except the women, who 
don’t get taught anything really) since 
birth that there is only allah (peace be 
upon him) and his prophet Muhammad. 
They exist in a world where there really 
are people who will kill you for question¬ 
ing the smallest part of the Quran - let 
alone blasphemy. 

Islam as a philosophy (not just 
islamicists or islamo-fascists) is, like all 
religions, against all the ideas and notions 
of even the most queasy, useless liberal 
- let alone those who describe themselves 
as socialist or communist. It is no acci¬ 
dent that like Germany post-1933 the first 
up against the wall wherever islam has 
assumed a governing role is none other 
than trade unionists, communists, social¬ 
ists, anarchists, members of minority 
sects and critical liberals. The real power 
in the mess of Palestine is Hezbollah and 
their islamicist playmates - this bunch of 
islamo-fascists would happily smallpox 
every man woman and child to death in 
Israel! 

I am shocked that a communist organi¬ 
sation such as yourselves grovels 
around with this most reactionary, vi¬ 
cious religion. Being against a religion 
isn’t racialist: no one has to hate the per¬ 
son to hate the religion. Really, the CPGB 
should stop fannying around with this 
most cruel and twisted of religions and 
start binding together socialists and com¬ 
munists from the Middle East into a co¬ 
hesive force. 

Sometimes it really is the case that 
something looking, smelling and sound¬ 
ing like fascism really is fascism. Build the 
alternative future - not prop up the past, 
which, if Afghanistan was anything to 
go by should (along with allah and the 
Quran) be consigned to the dustbin of 
history. 

Harvy Simmons 

email 

SWP mistakes 

It’s not good just saying that the Social¬ 
ist Workers Party’s promotion of the 
more reactionary kinds of islam is a mis¬ 
take. After all this is nothing new. 

I can remember, on a demonstration 
against the bombing of Serbia, being 
physically threatened by SWPers and 


their military-uniform-wearing, ultra-na¬ 
tionalist, Christian Serb ‘comrades’. 
Why? Because I was part of the interna¬ 
tionalist contingent that as well as call¬ 
ing for Nato out of Serbia called for Serbia 
out of Kosova - the point being that the 
SWP would rather lash up with all sorts 
of reactionary and semi-fascist elements 
if they think they can recruit the odd 
nationalist Christian Serb here or the odd 
sexist, homophobic muslim youth there. 

Simply saying the SWP has made a 
‘mistake’ is hardly an adequate strategy 
for democratic socialists to take. 

Victor Currie 
email 

War hysteria 

I am a Canadian living in the USA and 
the current situation looks like a military 
dictatorship. The international issues and 
hysteria inflame and blind those who 
have been so poorly educated and main¬ 
tained by the US oligarchy (read, for ex¬ 
ample, Condorcet’s warnings regarding 
universal suffrage without universal criti¬ 
cal thought - he was speaking about the 
US back in the 18th century). 

I cancelled my two-hour flight home 
for Christmas last month because I was 
told I must report to the airport five hours 
ahead of flight, carry no more than three 
changes of clothes, all in plastic bags, 
bring no nail-clippers, tweezers, etc, and 
not even consider presents or carry any¬ 
thing wrapped). Even so, I was warned 
that airport security might still hold me 
as a foreign national well beyond flight 
time and that nobody but my own sub¬ 
versive self would be responsible. 
Bridget Butler 
USA 

Red herring 

I think comrade Liz Hoskings is allowing 
her understanding of democratic central¬ 
ism to be coloured by her experience of 
various groups on the revolutionary left 
and their internal regimes ( Weekly 
Worker December 19). 

The whole party action thing is a bit of 
a red herring. Her argument neglects 
what is, for me, the essence of democratic 
centralism: ie, the principle that oppos¬ 
ing views should be allowed to take an 
organisational form. Without this, only 
the leadership can promote new ideas. 
Hence, both discussion and political 
education become meaningless and ster¬ 
ile. This unwillingness to allow oppos¬ 
ing views to gain influence is profoundly 
unMarxist and leads to a disunity of 
theory and practice and an inability to 
relate to the class. 

I disagree with her assertion that demo¬ 
cratic centralism should be rejected be¬ 
cause it is a hierarchical method of 
organising that in some way reflects the 
oppression of women. I find this argu¬ 
ment quite offensive. If the revolution¬ 
ary left had been able to relate effectively 
to the women’s liberation movement in 
the 1970s, thus preventing its degenera¬ 
tion into lifestyle politics, then I doubt 
that comrade Hoskings would feel this 
way. 

It is important to distinguish between 
tme democratic centralism and the spe¬ 
cific form of bureaucratic centralism the 
left was moving towards at the time. 

Ethan Grech 

Cardiff 

Wind or sun? 

There is a fable in which the wind chal¬ 
lenges the sun to a competition to see 
who could get a man to take his coat off 
first. The harder the wind blows, the more 
the man is determined to keep his coat 
on and eventually the wind gives up. At 
first the sun has no success either, but it 
shines hotter and brighter and eventu¬ 
ally the man, almost without thinking, 
voluntarily takes his coat off. 

Coercion will not create left unity in¬ 
side the Scottish Socialist Party or the So¬ 
cialist Alliance. It is more likely to make 
people defend their platforms and if 
‘guidelines’ are then enforced ensure 


internal war. A wise leadership would 
loosen the reins, make sure every mem¬ 
ber, irrespective of background, is treated 
the same fair way and let time do the rest. 

Peter Burton 

Edinburgh 

AWL joint school 

I would respectfully suggest you should 
not be holding a joint school with the 
Alliance for Workers’ Liberty. The only 
appearances on the same platform 
should be debates on the lines of the 
Vietnam teach-ins, with the AWL clearly 
the opponents. They always come up 
with wrong positions that prove to be 
totally disastrous, prevent any real op¬ 
position to some action by America and 
its allies and effectively totally support 
it. 

Example - Afghanistan. Whatever the 
local errors and incompetence of Soviet 
policy, there was a huge covert operation 
by the Americans which preceded any 
Soviet intervention. Carter signed an ex¬ 
ecutive order in June 1989 beefing up all 
these activities. Brzezinski attached a note 
to the submission saying this would be 
bound to bring about Soviet interven¬ 
tion. Asked years later by an interviewer 
if he had any regrets (loss of life, suffer¬ 
ing of the population), he replied, “Hell 
no, it was a real smart thing to do ... it 
brought down the Soviet Union and 
advanced our position in Asia.” 

It was also on a vast scale, with Saudi 
Arabian intelligence agents as front men, 
recruiting from 35 countries, including 
America and with a certain Mr bin Laden 
taken on as a recruiting agent. All this was 
to prove highly disastrous, particularly 
for the populations of the other countries, 
including European ones they were used 
against and ultimately for America itself, 
as fundamentalist paramilitaries were 
unleashed on the world. 

The same can be said for the AWL’s 
positions on other areas of the world - 
Bosnia, Kosovo and Macedonia, to 
name but a few. I suggest you should 
challenge them to a teach-in debate rather 
than a joint school. 

Richard Roper 
email 

Misadministration 

Those who were members of the origi¬ 
nal CPGB before it dissolved will know 
some of the characters that form the 
Communist Party of Britain, whose sup¬ 
porters are grouped around the Morn¬ 
ing Star. I admire many of the CPB 
comrades who have been involved in 
communist politics for decades. 

As a Leninist, I can remember the bit¬ 
terness over Gorbachev before he dis¬ 
solved the Soviet Union. British 
communists have done their own analy¬ 
sis of what went wrong - the Weekly 
Worker is well clued up on this. 

One of the commentators was Andrew 
Murray, now in the Stop the War Coali¬ 
tion. I have never been able to forget his 
comments at a meeting in 1993 about 
what was wrong with the Soviet system. 
I think he called himself a communist then. 
He said that one of the problems was 
that as workers were rarely sacked in the 
Soviet Union, this did not give them the 
incentive to work hard. I think he hinted 
at measures that would make the work¬ 
ers work harder. But no doubt about it: 
he didn’t think that Soviet workers were 
exploited enough. 

I do not support this view. My view is, 
with communists like these, who needs 
capitalists? Too much of the produce of 
the Soviet economy went on defence. 
Undoubtedly there was misadministra¬ 
tion, which was essentially a political 
problem. But I am sure that the Soviet 
workers were productive. If they had 
proper governance and workers’ partici¬ 
pation and less careerism within the Com¬ 
munist Party, the workers in the Soviet 
Union would have been able to enjoy a 
three-day week and good living stand¬ 
ards. 

Gina Hadswovth 

email 


2156. 

Bradford rally 

Saturday January 18. Assemble 12 
noon, Lister Park (Oak Lane entrance), 
Manningham Road, for march through 
city, followed by rally in Centenary 
Square. Speakers include Jeremy 
Corbyn MP, Carol Naughton, chair 
CND. 

Organised by Yorkshire CND and 
Bradford Stop the War Coalition. 
Yorkshire CND: 01274730795; 07818 
411823; 22 Edmund Street, Bradford, 
BD50BH. 

National demonstration 

Saturday February 15, London. 



www.cpgb.ovg.uk/action 
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WAR ON IRAQ 


Socialist Party - http:// 
www.socialistparty.org.uk 


Insular 

bubble 


I n a polemical missive, Socialist Party general secre- 
tary Peter Taaffe writes: “It is possible to visit websites 
and journals of organisations that would differ with us 
but to still find something fresh. This cannot be said of the 
Grant/Woods website which, given its ponderous aca¬ 
demic tone, is of no attraction to younger workers in 
particular, who were looking for a fighting socialist lead” 
(i Militant's real history SP website). 

If we use comrade Taaffe’s views as a guide through 
the labyrinthine assemblage of pages that make up his 
organisation’s own site, one cannot fail to be impressed 
by the attempt of the SP’s webmaster to live up to the 
standards set by their general secretavy. In contrast to 
the amateurish offering from the Socialist Workers Party 
(see Weekly Worker December 19), the SP has clearly 
grasped that a well designed and comprehensive website 
can reflect vevy favourably upon an ovganisation. 

Upon entering the homepage, this writer was struck by 
how well the text and the photos came together. The 
white backgrounds and pastel shades used in the design 
make for a site that avoids the hideous colour clash that 
plagues the SWP offering. The webmaster also wisely 
chose to include a large number of links to a variety of 
SP resources, meaning that the chore of clicking through 
endless pages to find an item that particularly interests 
you is thankfully avoided. 

This high standard is carried over to the online edition 
of Socialism Today . The archives run from the present 
back to September 1998, with more recent issues 
presented alongside the cover page. Most importantly 
the ST archive is open to the web-browsing public. 
Furthermore extracts and complete editions of SP 
publications and Marxist classics are readily available. 
Perhaps the only real let-down is the online version of 
The Socialist . All we are presented with is a stripped 
down text version of the principal articles of each issue 
and the option to download a pdf version on the paper is 
not given. 

All in all, though, the website is a comprehensive 
resource that provides 'officially sanctioned’ information 
on all aspects of the SP’s beliefs and activities. Yet herein 
lies its chief weakness. Despite the many links featured 
on the homepage, features such as 'Frequently asked 
questions’, etc, nearly evevy one links to either a page of 
one of the Socialist Party’s front organisations, or to 
another section of the website. For example, the links 
available at the 'Socialist students’ site are International 
Socialist Resistance, No to War, Socialist Women, Save 
Free Education and a couple of university branches, while 
the NUS link took me not to its website but an article on 
the campaign for a fighting students’ union! Ditto for the 
European Social Forum. I did spend a couple of hours 
navigating the site in the hope for a link out of the SP’s 
cyber bubble and found just one on the central site - to 
the Marxists Internet Archive. However, the comrades 
who maintain the SP’s southern region website are a little 
more adventurous: they link Show Racism the Red Card, 
Searchlight, and the Cameroonian Asylum-Seekers 
Defence Campaign! 

There really is no excuse for this. The only leftwing 
organisations mentioned in the SP’s online articles are 
the Scottish Socialist Party, Socialist Alliance and SWP, 
yet the opportunity to verify at first hand that the SP’s 
representations of their views are accurate and its 
criticisms valid is not provided. Clearly the webmaster 
does not want visitors finding “something fresh” on the 
websites of “organisations that would differ” with the SP 
- be they other left groups, unions or other campaigning 
bodies. I guess it is unsurprising that the self-contained 
cyberspace bubble the SP offers is an online reflection 
of the depressingly insular and sectarian antics of the 
organisation in real life • 

Phil Hamilton 


around 





Birmingham 

STWC graved iggers 

Birmingham’s anti-war movement is split between the Stop the War Coalition and the 
Birmingham Stop The War Network (Bust). There have been accusations that 
secularists have been bureaucratically excluded from STWC in favour of muslim 
fundamentalists and counterclaims of islamophobia. Steve Davies of Bust gives his 
view of last month’s STWC Birmingham AGM 


T he Birmingham Stop The War Coali¬ 
tion annual general meeting took place 
on December 17. The 100 people 
present in the Sports Centre heard 
speeches from a Fire Brigades Union official 
and STWC chair Salma Yaqoob before the real 
controversy began. 

Salma Yaqoob and the Socialist Workers 
Party’s Lynn Hubbard put forward a motion, 
copies of which were placed in the hands of 
everyone present, calling for the STWC del¬ 
egate fomm to meet every six months, and for 
“bona fide” delegates to be “invited” to at¬ 
tend. Instead of focusing on the specifics of 
the motion, Lynn Hubbard as seconder gave 
a breathless recapitulation of the actions the 
coalition had carried out in the past year. Of 
course I am in no way suggesting that she 


A s agreed at the assembly of the social 
movements in Florence in November, 
activists from 11 European countries, the 
USA and the Philippines have come 
together in Copenhagen to coordinate 
European-wide action against war on Iraq. 

We endorse the anti-war call launched 
at the assembly in Florence. We believe 
that a war on Iraq, with or without UN 
support, would be a disaster for the people 
of the Middle East and beyond. 

It is clear there is majority opposition to 
war in almost every country in Europe and 
across the world. That is why this war 
cannot be fought in our name. This is also 
why we believe it is vital to build the 
broadest possible anti-war alliances 
everywhere around the demand 6 No war 
on Iraq’. 

Our meeting showed that the movement 
against the war is gaining strength. All 
the countries represented have called 
action on February 15. We reinforce the 
decision to protest in every country 


I have highlighted on more than one oc¬ 
casion the large number of web readers 
who do not contribute financially to the 
paper they obviously value so much (the 
last issue of the Weekly Worker was 
accessed by 16,545 individual sessions). 
But, as OG points out, surfers are not the 
only ones who do not always put their 
hands in their pocket: 

“Re your appeal in the December 19 is¬ 
sue,” writes the comrade, “I realise now 
that I am another sort of ‘freeloader’, in that 
I always read a copy of the Weekly Worker 
passed on to me by a friend. I enclose £10 
to cover some ‘freebie issues’ so far. I will 
endeavour to do so regularly in future!” 

Thanks for the cheque, comrade. It 
helped to push up our final fund of 2002 to 
£424. But, whatever my persuasive skills, 
they just don’t seem to be quite good 
enough - our total deficit for the year went 


was deliberately trying to draw an equation 
between being against the war and support 
for the motion. 

It will be recalled that the Birmingham STWC 
committee gave activists only a week to put 
together any alternative motions and amend¬ 
ments or nominate people for election. Despite 
the tight deadline Bemie Macadam of Work¬ 
ers Power, who is active in both the 
Handsworth STWC and Bust, put forward a 
number of amendments. Two were accepted, 
whereas the third, which wanted the delegate 
forum to meet at least every two months, 
proved more controversial. Sadly, by accident 
I am sure, there seemed to be no copies of 
Bemie’s amendment for people to see. 

After Bemie spoke, Socialist Resistance’s 
Bob Whitehead, representing the Stirchley 


immediately war starts, to hold national 
protests the following Saturday and to 
organise coordinated mass national 
demonstrations in capital cities on 
February 15. 

To this end we have decided to continue 
our coordination at a European level, to 
set up a European-wide anti-war website, 
and to have a common banner on each of 
our demonstrations demanding ‘No war 
on Iraq’. We are committed to spreading 
anti-war coordination both inside and 
beyond Europe, and to holding another 
enlarged meeting after the February 15 
demo. We will continue to campaign until 
this war is stopped. 

We urge the movements in countries 
not represented at our meeting to join in 
our initiatives. 

We urge every organisation that opposes 
this war to work for a massive mobilisa¬ 
tion on February 15. 

Together we can stop the war • 

Copenhagen, December 15 2002 


up to £117. Admittedly, this is not disas¬ 
trous, but in a situation where we are faced 
with increasing costs still serious. 

Even though we fell short last year, we 
have decided to raise our monthly target 
to £500 for 2003. If we did not do so, there 
really would be problems ahead. However, 
if the first week of January is anything to 
go by, our confidence in our readers will 
be rewarded. Already I have received siz¬ 
able donations from TR (£30), AM (£25), 
PJ and FC (£20 each). Thanks also to GR 
(£10) and RT (£5), all of which takes our 
January total to £110 - just short of the go¬ 
ing rate to meet the new £500 target. 

Let’s hope many more readers will re¬ 
spond as OG has this year! 

Robbie Rix 

Ask for a bankers order form, or send 
cheques, payable to Weekly Worker 


Stop the War Coalition, seconded, explaining 
why he supported Bemie’s amendment rather 
than the six months favoured by the SWP. The 
danger being of course that with such irregu¬ 
lar meetings the real power would reside not 
with ordinary activists but with the Salma 
Yaqoob/SWP/Socialist Action cabal that cur¬ 
rently mn the coalition. 

A number of people spoke against the mo¬ 
tion, including the disgraced and recently 
sacked, now ex-SWP full-timer, Ger Francis. 
Rather then say why he was against delegates 
meeting on a regular basis Ger launched into 
reasons why we should be against the war - 
insinuating that those who disagreed with the 
STWC/SWP were pro-war. 

By now the atmosphere was turning ugly, 
as stooge after stooge got up to denounce 
the amendment, which, let us remember, was 
only calling for the delegates to meet once 
every two months. James Cunningham then 
rose and was subject to disgusting behaviour. 
As soon as he started to speak, Ger Francis 
was making audible comments. James was 
subject to cat-calls, sneers and abuse, with 
people from the floor trying to drown him out 

- contrast this to the silence which pro-coali¬ 
tion speakers rightly enjoyed when they 
spoke. I was standing at the back and had to 
turn several times to a Socialist Action per¬ 
son and demand that they shut up so I could 
hear James. At several stages people shouted, 
“Let him speak!” 

Particular ‘honours’ must go to Salma 
Yaqoob, who continually from the platform 
heckled James and, whilst vice-chair Doug 
Jewel of Socialist Action did ask for order a 
few times, he was seemingly hesitant to inter¬ 
rupt Salma, as she poured out aggressive 
abuse towards James. Things got even 
worse, as those of us who disagreed with the 
SWP/Salma/Socialist Action concept of de¬ 
mocracy were accused of being - wait, you 
guessed it - “islamophobic”! One of Salma’s 
stooges from the platform waved a piece of 
paper in the air (what it said we could not see 
and no explanation was offered), saying, “The 
Muslim Association of Britain did so much 
work [this might be true, but then neither the 
motion, Bernie’s amendment nor James’ 
speech referred to the MAB, which is affili¬ 
ated with the Muslim Brotherhood]. I didn’t 
sleep for six weeks before the September demo 

- what have you people ever done? Then on 
the coach you hand this filth out attacking 
the muslims, attacking the muslims again.” 

More SWP/Socialist Alliance and, I pre¬ 
sume, MAB people got up to denounce 
‘them’ as doing nothing ... hmm, wonder who 
organised the 2,000-plus demo in support of 
Palestine in April, but, hey, let’s not let the 
facts get in the way of anything! When a 
comrade shouted her outrage at what I would 
call the ‘democrophobic’ lynch-mob mental¬ 
ity of Salma, the SWP and Socialist Action, 
there was an outbreak of pseudo-laughter. 

The amendment failed, the motion passed 
and the Salma, Socialist Action and SWP lash- 
up on the Birmingham coalition committee was 
voted in again. Full credit though to James for 
getting through his points against a hostile, 
vicious little bunch and the heckling from the 
media-savvy Salma. 

My personal view is that the Birmingham 
STWC with the troika of Salma, Jewel and 
Francis is dead as far as building a lively anti¬ 
war movement in Birmingham is concerned. 
Sure, they can pack an AGM once a year, but 
then we could too if we wanted. By counter- 
posing democracy to activism they have be¬ 
come the coalition’s own gravediggers • 


Europe against the war 


Fighting fund 

Not bullying 
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Stop war drive 


U N weapons inspectors have admit¬ 
ted they have found no ‘weapons 
of mass destruction’ in Iraq. But that 
hardly matters. 

The UK and US governments are geared 
up for attack - a negative report from the 
weapon inspectors to the UN security coun¬ 
cil on January 27 will probably only mean a 
short delay. It is all about asserting US con¬ 
trol and punishing an anti-western regime. So 
a war still looms, despite the large reservoir of 
opposition in many countries. The question 
is - can that mood be mobilised to stop the 
bellicose plans of our mlers? 

At the beginning of the week, foreign sec¬ 
retary Jack Straw claimed that there “is now a 
60:40 chance of avoiding war”. This stands 
in stark contrast to the mobilisation of 1,500 
reservists, 5,000 sailors and 27 merchant ships. 
Paratroopers have been ordered to start readi¬ 
ness training. Hundreds of tanks and military 
vehicles are being repainted in ‘desert colours’ 
and equipped with sand filters. Defence sec¬ 
retary Geoff Hoon has flown to Turkey to try 
to persuade it to allow British forces to use its 
bases there. Turkey is one of the few Nato 
countries that have retained an anti-war 
stance. 

In Germany, chancellor Gerhard Schroder 
has predictably softened his opposition to 
military action in Iraq: “We Germans know 
from our own experience that dictators some¬ 
times can only be stopped with force,” he said 
in his new year’s speech. His previous firm 
anti-war position was designed to exploit the 
strong anti-war mood in Germany to win the 
general election in September 2002. But 
Schroder is keen to bring Germany in line with 
the US-UK ‘axis of virtue’ and has already 
sanctioned US use of German airspace dur¬ 
ing an attack - something he categorically 
ruled out only two months ago. 

Meanwhile, the 60,000-strong US force al¬ 
ready in the Gulf is expected to double in com¬ 
ing weeks. The aim is to assemble around 
120,000 US troops, plus a few thousand from 
other countries. 

The frustrating - for Bush and Blair - inabil¬ 
ity of the UN arms inspectors to find any weap¬ 
ons of mass destruction - nuclear, chemical or 
biological - in Iraq has forced the British gov¬ 
ernment to make another attempt at linking 
Saddam Hussein’s regime with ‘international 
terrorism’. The arrest of seven people for pos¬ 
session of the poison ricin on January 5 con¬ 
veniently gave Tony Blair an opportunity to 
ratchet up the war rhetoric. His speech of Janu¬ 
ary 7 warned that “the growing number of un¬ 
stable or dictatorial states trying to acquire 
nuclear capability” posed “a real, active threat 
to our security. And I warn people: it is only a 
matter of time before terrorists get hold of it. 
So when, as with Iraq, the international com¬ 
munity through the UN makes a demand on a 
regime to disarm itself of weapons of mass 
destruction and that regime refuses, that re¬ 
gime threatens us.” Guilty until proven guilty. 

Meanwhile Saudi Arabia, Israel and other 
countries with ‘friendly’ regimes are allowed 
to develop the most sophisticated armoury - 
or buy it directly from the US. Nothing new 
here. Nineteen years ago, US defence secre¬ 
tary Donald Rumsfeld was sent to Iraq by 
Ronald Reagan. His mission? To sell the Iraqi 



regime “as many American chemical and bio¬ 
logical weapons of mass destruction as pos¬ 
sible” (Daily Mail December 31). 

Even the British government had to admit 
that there are other aims that it hopes to achieve 
in a war. At a meeting with 150 British ambas¬ 
sadors on January 6 that discussed the im¬ 
pending attack, Jack Straw presented “seven 
foreign policy priorities” of the government. 
Top of the list, of course, came Iraq’s alleged 
weaponry. However, further down the list 
there were some rather more truthful explana¬ 
tions. Just before the platitudinous need “to 
promote UK economic interests in an open 
and expanding global economy”, we find the 
admission that another priority would be “to 
bolster the security of British and global en¬ 
ergy supplies” (The Guardian January 7). 
Until now, the US and UK government have 
always officially denied that oil played any role 
in the impending attack. 

However, while oil is certainly an important 
factor - the US wants to secure access to the 
second largest oil reservoir in the world - other 
factors must be taken into account. The im¬ 
pact of September 11 on the American psy¬ 
che cannot be underestimated. In a post-twin 
tower situation, the US administration can act 
with the backing of the overwhelming major¬ 
ity of the population behind it as it goes ahead 
with plans to complete America’s new world 
order - a task that has been ongoing since 
1991. After Afghanistan it is Iran, North Ko¬ 
rea and of course Iraq which are prime targets. 

The outcome will not just be the toppling 
of Saddam Hussein’s regime in Baghdad. The 
US appears to be set on reorganising the en¬ 
tire Middle East - not least because of its stra¬ 
tegically vital oil reserves. The ruling 
monarchical elites in Saudi Arabia and Kuwait 
are extraordinary vulnerable. Any islamic 


uprising from below triggered by a US inva¬ 
sion of Iraq would certainly result in the oc¬ 
cupation of the oil fields by US troops ... and 
who knows what would happen after that. 
Certainly George W Bush has contemptu¬ 
ously bmshed aside the fevered concerns of 
the Saudi regime. 

A slight delay in the original plan for an at¬ 
tack at the beginning of February seems now 
likely. Jack Straw has indicated that the US gov¬ 
ernment is prepared to accept a second UN 
resolution that would permit military action. 
But even if the UN security council should 
vote against such a second resolution, in the 
absence of evidence against Iraq, the US gov¬ 
ernment is undoubtedly prepared to go it alone 
- with or without the help of the British. The 
very fact that the weapons inspectors have 
failed to find what they were sent to uncover 
is already being presented as further confir¬ 
mation of the devilishness of Saddam Hus¬ 
sein’s regime and its dastardly plot to inflict 
mayhem around the world. 

However, putting the war on hold could 
give the international movement more time to 
cohere its forces and clarify its aims. On De¬ 
cember 15, members of anti-war groups met 
in Copenhagen to discuss joint activities. 
They decided to organise simultaneous dem¬ 
onstrations on February 15. There will be ral¬ 
lies, demonstrations and meetings in Denmark, 
Belgium, France, Germany, Greece, Italy, Mac¬ 
edonia, Norway, Sweden, Egypt and Pales¬ 
tine. Perhaps as many as 500,000 will join the 
demonstration in central Fondon, organised 
by the Stop the War Coalition. 

In Britain, as elsewhere, the organisations 
of the left are at the helm - socialist and com¬ 
munist parties and trade unions have been at 
the centre of the anti-war movements. It is ex¬ 
cellent - and long overdue - that our organi¬ 
sations are starting to coordinate their efforts 
on a European level and beyond. This is the 
first fruit of last November’s European Social 
Fomm in Florence. 

However, our movement and its unity is 
fragile. Our forces are painfully weak com¬ 
pared with those supporting the system. 
Hence it is essential not to fall into traps such 
as ‘My enemy’s enemy is my friend’, which 
would leave us wide open to a devastating 
counter-attack by pro-war propagandists and 
media commentators. 

Unfortunately many of our comrades in the 
Socialist Alliance call on the workers’ move¬ 
ment to ‘defend Iraq’ - some more openly than 
others. At this Saturday’s conference of the 
Stop the War Coalition, the Socialist Workers 
Party is apparently seeking support for the so- 
called ‘Cairo declaration’, which has as its basis 
a call for “solidarity with Iraq”. 

Our programme must be to fight our ‘own’ 
ruling class. There can, however, be no ques¬ 
tion of taking sides with Saddam Hussein’s 
reactionary anti-imperialism. Neither can we 
be soft on political islam, which is responsi¬ 
ble for outrageous crimes against humanity, 
not least September 11 2001. 

We must make a clear stand against 
reactionary terrorism. The overwhelming 
majority of muslims, including those mobilised 
by the Muslim Association of Britain, do not 
condone the terrorist attacks such as those 
on New York, Washington and Mombasa. 
Despite that - in the name of building the anti¬ 
war movement and a perverted anti¬ 
imperialism - groups like the SWP alibi political 
islam. The SWP stubbornly refuses to 
condemn terrorism, preferring to ‘understand 
its causes’. 

The main enemy is at home - whether you 
live in the US or Iraq, Britain or Saudi Arabia. 
Taking this principled position is not only the 
best way to build the anti-war movement; it 
sends out a powerful internationalist and so¬ 
cialist message to all the oppressed through¬ 
out the world. Do not be passive victims, do 
not rely on local despots or imperialist ‘libera¬ 
tors’ - take matters into your own hands. 

Our motion to the Stop The War Coalition 
conference is an attempt draw some hard lines 
of principle - and that is the only sure way to 
build an effective movement • 

Tina Becker 


CPGB motion 


This conference of the Stop the War 
Coalition unreservedly condemns 
the terrorist attacks in Mombasa, 
Kenya on November 28 2002. 

These actions have nothing to do 
with genuine anti-imperialism. They 
are reactionaiy atrocities that 
progressives condemn without 
hesitation. 

At the same time, we reject the 
hypocrisy of western governments 
and Sharon’s brutal Zionist adminis¬ 


tration in Israel. Such forces have 
no right to condemn terrorist 
outrages - in fact, they produce the 
very hatred and alienation that finds 
expression in terrible events like 
Mombasa. Bush, Blair and Sharon 
are the best recruiting sergeants 
reactionary fundamentalism has. 

Failure to make our position 
clear on such questions can only 
weaken the anti-war movement. 
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ALLIANCE FOR WORKERS' LIBERTY 


Matgamna’s platonic republic 


O ur rejoinder to the Alliance for 
Workers’ Liberty’s Sean Mat- 
gamna continues; in this part 
the subject is monarchy and 
the democratic stmggle for republican¬ 
ism. According to the patriarch, “all mon- 
archs are monarchs, but some are less 
monarchical than others” (unless other¬ 
wise stated, all quotes from comrade 
Matgamna are from his ‘Critical notes on 
the CPGB/WW’, www.cpgb.org.uk/awl/ 
notes.html). 

In his account the alpha and omega is 
represented by Russian tsarism on the 
one hand and present-day Britain on the 
other. Polar opposites easily illustrated 
by providing our own thumbnail sketch 
- the reader should though be forewarned 
that comrade Matgamna demagogically 
claims that we in the CPGB habitually, 
cmdely and exactly equate the two mo¬ 
narchical systems. 

Is this oft repeated allegation due to 
dotage? Surely not. Envy? Perhaps. Sec¬ 
tarian dishonesty? In all probability. Wor¬ 
rying? Certainly. Wrong? Without doubt. 
However, in the interests of developing 
the argument, we shall once again resist 
the temptation of disentangling comrade 
Matgamna’s murky motives and psy¬ 
chology. So what about the examples of 
Russia and Britain? 

The tsar of all the Russias was a semi- 
Asiatic autocrat who exercised sweep¬ 
ing and arbitrary powers. During the 
reign of Ivan IV - the ‘terrible’ - the aris¬ 
tocracy were forcibly reduced to a caste 
of state slaves, albeit a highly privileged 
one - at a whim the tsar could confiscate 
landed estates or order the immediate 
execution of boyars, no matter how high¬ 
born they were. Medieval Russia com¬ 
bined the social forms of the Mongol 
east with state-religious trimmings 
adopted from Byzantium. Moscovy im¬ 
agined and projected itself as the third 
Rome. 

Imposed ‘late’, at the end of the 16th 
century, serfdom was formally annulled 
only in 1861. Subsequently the tsarist 
state bureaucracy and capitalist devel¬ 
opment, sponsored from above, formed 
a single metabolism. Unsurprisingly Rus¬ 
sia’s parliament - the duma - lacked any 
meaningful powers. A sop to popular 
anger, granted amidst the stormy revo¬ 
lutionary events of 1905, it served as a 
fig leaf for tsarism and the system of 
bureaucratic-tributary-capitalist exploita¬ 
tion. 

As will be readily appreciated, to over¬ 
throw tsarism and establish a radical de¬ 
mocracy was also to strike at the 
capitalist class. While the anti-tsarist 
revolution began with the state, it could, 
and had to, proceed uninterruptedly to¬ 
wards higher vistas and the tasks of so¬ 
cialism. 

What of Britain? After the Cromwellian 
and Williamite revolutions of the 17th 
century - and the later explosive take-off 
of industrial capitalism - there comes into 
existence what is commonly, indeed ac¬ 
curately, called the constitutional mon¬ 
archy system. 

The ‘crown in parliament’ goes hand 
in hand with the mle of law and the mak¬ 
ing of the triple-headed British nation¬ 
state. In the last analysis, albeit through 
a complex web of contested mediations, 
this arrangement promoted the produc¬ 
tion and reproduction of capital. In that 
respect Britain held up a gilded mirror to 
the world’s future. 

The constitutional monarchy system 
is a definite historical phenomenon, a 
break from Tudor and Stuart quasi-ab¬ 
solutism; but it is not a discrete package, 
a fixed model. At various plateaux of sta¬ 
bility, or equilibriums, the constitutional 
monarchy system represents, in institu¬ 
tionalised form, the balance arrived at be¬ 
tween various rival, and often highly 
contradictory socio-economic interests 


- yes, of course, channelled and re¬ 
strained by historically constituted 
socio-economic conditions in Britain. 

Initially the main innovative features 
involved various reciprocal relations and 
compromises between the crown on the 
one side and the aristocracy and rich 
merchants on the other; then between 
the landed aristocracy and the rising 
bourgeoisie. These exploiting classes, 
we should add, could, and publicly did, 
regard the mass of the population - mral 
labourers and the urban poor - with utter 
contempt. Democracy was unnatural 
and ungodly, confirmed the establish¬ 
ment’s well rewarded ideologues. The 
Church of England’s theology, Adam 
Smith’s political economy and Thomas 
Malthus’s sociobiology combined to le¬ 
gitimise the status quo. 

Needless to say, with the second half 
of the 19th century, the social weight and 
centralised organisation of the modem 
working class unmistakably makes its 
mark. This huge, but inchoate physical 
force not only took the form of trade 
unionism. From 1869 the franchise was 
fitfully extended - sometimes as a pre¬ 
emptive measure, sometimes in the face 
of irresistible popular pressure. By 1930 
there was for the first time what could be 
described as universal suffrage. 

So the ruled had of necessity to be 
mled in new ways. Material concessions, 
credible lies and compulsory childhood 
miseducation provide far greater social 
leverage than sabres, muskets and can¬ 
nons. The masses must be pacified and 
persuaded to vote for harmless, moder¬ 
ate and thoroughly responsible candi¬ 
dates. And as an extra safeguard all 
manner of constitutional ‘checks and bal¬ 
ances’ are erected, reinforced or modified. 
Democracy therefore comes into exist¬ 
ence, but is hollowed of content and kept 
as undemocratic as possible. 

This formal democracy not only leaves 
capitalist exploitation intact - which quin- 
tessentially relies on economic, as op¬ 
posed to political or military, 
extra-economic means. Formal democ¬ 
racy is both a major concession and para¬ 
doxically a novel way to undermine, 
dissipate or divert initiative and control 
from below. 

Effective political power is nowadays 
concentrated in the House of Commons 
and, through that electoral college, the 
cabinet - chosen and personified by the 
almost presidential prime minister. The 
House of Lords functions as a sort of 
delaying mechanism, a safety valve, a 
means of thwarting popular demands. 
Tony Blair will prune but certainly not 
uproot the second chamber. 

What of the monarchy? The British 
monarchy constitutes what Walter 
Bagehot, in his 1867 treatise, famously 
called the “dignified” part of the consti¬ 
tution, which is designed to befuddle and 
beguile the “vacant many” (W Bagehot 
The English constitution London 1974, 
p34). The monarch is supposed to be 
politically neutral and represent the 
whole nation. Yet besides the appearance 
of standing above party squabbles and 
the undoubted propaganda value pro¬ 
vided by royal continuity, pageantry, lo¬ 
cal visits and nationwide broadcasts, the 
monarch retains certain powers that 
could serve the interests of capital well 
in an emergency situation. Eg, the mon¬ 
arch symbolically chooses the prime min¬ 
ister, can dissolve parliament and no bill 
can pass into law without royal assent. 

Behind the scenes the monarch can 
also exercise real influence. Bagehot 
summed this up under three constitu¬ 
tional rights: “the right to be consulted, 
the right to encourage, the right to warn” 
(ibid p67). To ensure and facilitate this 
right the monarch is given privileged 
access to cabinet papers - all agendas, 
minutes and reports of cabinet commit¬ 


tees, etc. Queen Elizabeth II is therefore 
well informed about all major decisions 
and can argue about them with the prime 
minister before they are taken. She can 
at the same time confer with the leaders 
of the opposition and “intrigue with them 
if occasion arises” (J Harvey and K Hood 
The British state London 1958, p75). 

So the constitutional monarchy sys¬ 
tem is not reducible to the monarch. Nor 
for that matter the monarchy. It is the 
whole interlocking political system of in¬ 
stitutions and laws which impede, rel¬ 
egate or void democracy. From the point 
of view of Marxism - ie, consistent and 
extreme democracy - there can be no 
doubt that the United Kingdom and its 
constitutional monarchy system is rid¬ 
dled with shortcomings, when it comes 
to democracy (by which we mean mle of 
the people by the people and real, effec¬ 
tive control from below). 

Leave aside the socialist future and the 
abolition of wage slavery. Let us contrast 
what is with what could be technically 
achieved under the socio-economic con¬ 
ditions of capitalism. 

The people are unarmed while the state 
possesses monstrously destructive 
weaponry. We say - abolish the stand¬ 
ing army and introduce a network of 
popular militias. Despite pay and sex dis¬ 
crimination acts, women are still grossly 
socially disadvantaged - put in place 
measures of substantive equality. Capi¬ 
talism continues to operate secretively 
and ruin the environment - open the 
books, access the computers and de¬ 
mand workers’ supervision and control. 
Migrants and asylum-seekers are de¬ 
monised and turned into worst paid la¬ 
bour - unionise all workers and fight for 
open borders. 

What of the constitution? Northern 
Ireland perpetuates the national oppres¬ 
sion of the 40% catholic Irish minority and 
the division of Ireland. We say - fight for 
the withdrawal of British troops and the 
unity of Ireland. There should be a fed¬ 
eral solution, whereby the British-Irish mi¬ 
nority have a two-counties, two-half- 
counties province which exercises the 
right to self-determination. There are pal¬ 
pable national questions in Scotland and 
Wales, but no right for these semi-na¬ 
tions to self-determination - which to be 
meaningful must include the guaranteed 
right to separate. Westminster elections 
are scandalously unfair and leave mil¬ 
lions effectively unrepresented. There is 
no system of proportional representation 
nor the right to recall MPs. The European 
Union is increasingly influential over 
every sphere of life in Britain. Yet the 
European parliament is a powerless ap¬ 
pendage. Judges are appointed from 
above, not elected from below. We could 
go on... and on. But there is no need. The 
point has been made. 

Given this rudimentary outline of the 
British constitutional monarchy system, 
which we routinely and almost ritualisti- 
cally reiterate, and often considerably ex¬ 
pand upon, it is amazing, to say the least, 
that comrade Matgamna maintains that 
the CPGB, and its leading spokesper¬ 
sons, fail to distinguish between Russian 
tsarism and the British constitutional 
monarchy system. 

Russia was once a monarchy, yes, 
Britain is still a monarchy, yes, - therefore, 
he reasons, in our simple, parched minds, 
as opposed to what comrade Matgamna 
believes is his own towering intellect, the 
conclusion is eminently, albeit cretin¬ 


ously, simple. A carbon copy strategy 
must be pursued. All we need do is mimic 
Lenin and the Bolsheviks and victory is 
assured. Supposedly we in the CPGB are 
in the “habit of operating by transcribing 
Lenin literally”. Presumably the Weekly 
Worker will soon be issuing fiery calls to 
rouse the peasant majority in the British 
countryside. 

Perhaps what is even more amazing is 
that comrade Matgamna writes this drivel 
and dross under the rubric of champion¬ 
ing “concrete analysis”. Lazily, pomp¬ 
ously, dishonestly, tediously, comically 
-1 cannot quite make up my mind which 
it is - though preaching from the book of 
“concrete analysis”, he brazenly prac¬ 
tises the exact opposite. 

The patriarch does not deign to actu¬ 
ally cite any evidence to show where the 
CPGB equates tsarist Russia and the 
British constitutional monarchy system. 
Why? One reason might be that he can¬ 
not. No evidence exists that will actually 
stand up to serious scmtiny. The notion 
that tsarist Russia equals modern-day 
Britain is just too absurd. So it follows 
that it is hard, if not impossible, to treat 
comrade Matgamna’s ‘Critical notes’ and 
his other polemical tirades with anything 
other than ridicule and derision. In fact 
comrade Matgamna shows once again 
that he is a buffoon - at least when it 
comes to the CPGB. 

More than that. He once again proves 
that he is mired in economism: ie, the 
downplaying of democratic demands in 
favour of the narrow politics of trade 
union consciousness. This is indeed 
what lies at the root of what divides the 
CPGB and AWL. 

Doubtless that is why, drunk on his 
own rhetoric, he willingly places himself 
in, or trailing behind, the bourgeois re¬ 
publican camp. Here is what the patriarch 
writes: “We too, of course, want to get 
rid of the monarchy. (But so does Rupert 
Murdoch ...)” He could add, so does The 
Guardian and not a few other influential 
anti-monarchist voices one hears from 
the outer reaches of bourgeois liberalism. 

No one is disputing that some mon¬ 
archs are less monarchical than others. 
In other words that some monarchies are 
autocracies with subordinate parlia¬ 
ments, while others are constitutional 
and subordinate to parliament. What is 
in dispute is comrade Matgamna’s repub¬ 
licanism. Is he a militant republican or a 
liberal republican? As Dave Craig 
quipped in his rebuttal, some republicans 
are “less republican than others” 
(Weekly Worker November 28 2002). 

Comrade Matgamna is prepared to 
admit that in a revolutionary situation the 
reserve powers of the monarchy might 
be used as a “weapon for the reactionar¬ 
ies”. That said, he is firmly of the opinion 
that “the British monarchy could be 
sloughed off tomorrow with little else of 
importance changing in British society”. 
He would happily let The Sun claim, ‘It 
was us what done it.’ Hence in comrade 
Matgamna’s brittle schema the chance 
that “communists could put themselves 
at the head of a vast anti-monarchist 
movement so roused up on ‘the demo¬ 
cratic questions’ that a profound social 
reorganisation might thereby become 
possible, is nil. Absolutely nil!” 

So what does comrade Matgamna pri¬ 
oritise? The “real movement of the work¬ 
ing class” - in this case a euphemism for 
the trade union movement, of course. 
And the man calls himself a Leninist! 


How the mlers in Britain politically mle 
and how the mled are politically mled is 
secondary for comrade Matgamna. No 
need to overly concern ourselves with 
such minor, trifling matters. Our priority 
is to cheer on pay disputes and give them 
a communist coloration. Martin Thomas 
- the patriarch’s closest lieutenant and 
heir apparent - innocently writes of eco¬ 
nomic disputes containing an inner logic 
which goes all the way to the socialist 
order. 

Ironically then, it is he, comrade Mat¬ 
gamna, not the CPGB, who ignores the 
prevailing conditions in Britain; and yet 
at the same time he has fallen under the 
deadening spell of British liberalism. 
Comrade Matgamna’s operative conclu¬ 
sion when it comes to monarchies is this: 
Lenin was right and just to prioritise the 
overthrow of Russian tsarism - it was 
nasty, bmtish, backward and undemo¬ 
cratic. We on the other hand should not 
bother ourselves too much with the con¬ 
stitutional monarchy system in Britain. 
By implication it is comparatively benign, 
of third-rate significance, a feudal relic 
which a modernised, bang up-to-date, 
capitalist constitution could not conceiv¬ 
ably miss, but would in all probability 
greatly benefit from shedding. 

The establishment mobilises a million 
people onto the streets of London to 
mourn the passing of the queen mother 
and buttress the status quo. No need to 
fret. Elizabeth IPs golden jubilee turns into 
a resounding and unexpected success 
for the political, aristocratic, entertain¬ 
ment, church and military establishment. 
What does that matter when the firefight¬ 
ers are about to strike against their em¬ 
ployers? 

In the meantime let bourgeois republi¬ 
cans speak for and give their version of 
leadership to the widespread, albeit mi¬ 
nority, sentiment that objects to the mon¬ 
archy. Opinion polls regularly record 
between 15% and 20% favouring a re¬ 
public. Of course, when that deliberately 
unorganised and therefore inert and 
muted republican mass opposition fails 
to manifest itself in any militant, or even 
noticeable, fashion, comrade Matgamna 
lets out a knowing sneer. Nothing is pos¬ 
sible from below, is it? Absolutely noth¬ 
ing! Naught, zero, zilch! Well, certainly 
not with Murdoch and The Guardian 
being unchallenged or unopposed by 
the left and the working class movement. 
Comrade Matgamna’s stance is in fact a 
self-fulfilling prophesy, a contemptible 
handing over of responsibility and ini¬ 
tiative to the bourgeoisie, which will do 
nothing under present circumstances, 
not a thing, to organise and give repub¬ 
licanism a practical cutting edge. Of that 
you can be absolutely certain. 

Here, with Matgamna’s approach, we 
see revealed economism in almost chemi¬ 
cal purity. Quite clearly, when it comes to 
the constitutional monarchy system in 
Britain, it is not the AWL but the CPGB 
which has conducted a concrete analy¬ 
sis in a manner befitting Marxists and 
Leninists. Comrade Matgamna, in con¬ 
trast, simply cannot get it into his thick 
economistic skull that the central plank 
of the communist minimum programme - 
ie, in British capitalist conditions - must 
be the fight to replace, not the individual 
monarch, Elizabeth Windsor, but the en¬ 
tire constitutional monarchy system us¬ 
ing working class methods. That is, the 
existing constitution must be swept 
away using the most militant methods ob¬ 
jective conditions permit. 

Certainly the British political system 
could survive intact the abdication of 
Elizabeth Windsor in favour of her stu¬ 
pid, slightly barmy, ultra-reactionary son. 
Of course it all depends on circum¬ 
stances. George VI replaced Edward VIII; 
but that caused what Robert Graves re¬ 
ports, in his contemporary account, a 


He places himself in, or trailing 
behind, the bourgeois republican 
camp. He would happily let The Sun 
claim, 'It was us what done it.’ 
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part 5 



Queen mother’s funeral, April 2002 - bury the lot 


“grave constitutional crisis” (R Graves 
The long weekend London 1991, p363). 
The whole affair - though speedily re¬ 
solved - was bound up with the coming 
war with Germany. If Edward Windsor 
had chosen to resist, rather than acqui¬ 
esce, the outcome would without doubt 
have proven far more messy and far more 
dangerous for the mling class. 

However, comrade Matgamna’s con¬ 
viction that the “monarchy could be 
sloughed off tomorrow with little else of 
importance changing in British society” 
is a myopic delusion worthy of a dry-as- 
dust constitutionalist. It is the sort of 
Whiggish nonsense you would expect 
to read in a Guardian editorial, not a 
document promoted by a Marxist group 
which boasts of its commitment to revo¬ 
lutionary socialism - ‘Critical notes’, we 
should mention, enjoys semi-official sta¬ 
tus in the AWL. 

A transition from monarchy to repub¬ 
lic in Britain - with its dynastic history, its 
royalist cult, oaths, institutions and 
armed bodies, its pseudo-feudal knight¬ 
hoods, orders, gongs, etc - is hardly akin 
to a former colony, a Commonwealth 
country, swapping the geographically 
distant British monarch for a native and 
resident head of state. Think for a mo¬ 
ment about China, Russia, Germany, Aus¬ 
tria, Turkey, Spain, Italy, Egypt, Iraq, 
Greece, Iran and other countries in the 
20th century when they became repub¬ 
lics. End of monarchy usually coincides 
with revolution. 

So comrade Matgamna’s depiction of 
the monarchy being quietly, painlessly 
and peacefully “sloughed off tomorrow 
with little else of importance changing in 
British society” in as unconvincing as it 
is revealingly naive. A much more likely 
outcome is that, as the republic makes the 
leap from fringe to mainstream politics, 
Britain’s social fabric comes under enor¬ 
mous stresses and strains. Certainly once 
the idea is enshrined as case-hardened 
governmental policy, the political tem¬ 
perature would be at melting point. Im¬ 
agine, then, a different scenario. 

Royalists take to the streets of Lon¬ 
don. Numbers and social composition 
compare with the Countryside Alliance; 
ominously they are joined by small de¬ 
tachments of fascists dressed in paramili¬ 
tary uniform. In the House of Commons 
the official opposition accuses the gov¬ 
ernment of treachery; Charles HI makes 
it known that he cannot with good con¬ 
science assent to a bill abolishing the 
monarchy. Meanwhile the House of 
Lords rejects abolition for the third time. 
The Daily Mail then publishes a secret 
letter proving that the anti-monarchist 
movement - which has just handed in its 
four-milhon-signature petition - is domi¬ 
nated by dangerous subversives. The 
Church of England demands to have its 
say; threats of mutiny come from the 
officer caste. 

Admittedly all fancy, of course. But far 
more solidly based on political reality than 
comrade Matgamna’s platonic republic 
which requires no mass movement, 
which leaves the system undisturbed, 
which sneaks up upon society like a thief 
in the night. 

What we are targeting, comrade Mat- 
gamna, is not some minor feature of the 
existing political system: rather the whole 
legal-institutional construct in which the 
monarchy plays a pivotal role. Remove 
the monarchy and the whole edifice is 
endangered. Remove the monarchy and 
every other plank of our programme be¬ 
come easier to fulfil. 

The social revolution encompasses all 
aspects of life, not least the capitalist mo¬ 
nopoly over the means of production and 
the system of wage labour. But it begins 
politically and can only begin politically. 
The dialectic mns from politics to eco¬ 
nomics, not the other way round. It is 


through political struggle that the capi¬ 
talist division of politics and economics 
into two separate social spheres begins 
to be overcome. There is, in other words, 
no other way to socialism and the expro¬ 
priation of the exploiters other than by 
extreme democracy. Indeed without ex¬ 
treme democracy the expropriation of the 
exploiters simply turns into a new form 
of exploitation. Extreme democracy is 
therefore the state form that will be taken 
by socialism; it is the domination of the 
working class which is beginning the 
transition from capitalism to communism. 

In Britain the main target must of 
necessity be the constitutional 
monarchy system because that is how 
we are politically mled - our immediate 
programme is designed to train and equip 
the working class to practically raise 
itself from trade union to political 
consciousness. And through the 
breadth, momentum and self-making 
successes gained during the various 
stages, or phases, of this ongoing 
process, there comes into place a wider 
and wider democracy and consequently 
ever more extensive possibilities for the 
class struggle. The semi-democracy that 
now exists - won by us, but turned 
against us - thereby gives way to the 
extreme democracy necessary for the 
working class to make the qualitative, 
epochal leap from being an exploited 
class to a ruling class that is already 
ceasing to be a class. That is the essence 
of the immediate, or minimum, programme 
of the communists. 

The same general approach should 
be adopted elsewhere and, despite com¬ 
rade Matgamna’s dishonest, or misdi¬ 
rected, charges to the contrary, we are 
hardly unaware of the national conditions 
that determine the exact strategy to be 
pursued. In the USA the monarchical- 
presidential, bicameral, supreme court 
system inherited from 1787 must go. 
Complete the American revolution with 
an extreme democracy moulded by the 
working class. Ditto in their own ways 
France, Australia, Ireland, Zimbabwe, etc. 
Take a look at what we have put into print, 
comrade Matgamna. In every case we 
have studied, albeit to varying degrees, 
the concrete circumstances in these 
countries, the exact constitutional blocks 
on democracy and the cultural traditions 
of those below. That is, for example, why 
in Britain and Ireland we propose a fed¬ 
eral republic, while in Australia we call for 
a centralised republic. 

An aside. On December 5 2000 the 
AWL executive committee endorsed the 
demand for a federal republic of England, 
Scotland and Wales. The word ‘federal’ 
was duly inserted into the dusty, filed 
away, 1977 AWL programme as a lone 
amendment. The relevant section now 
reads as follows: 

“The monarchy is a degrading fossil - 
a permanent insult to the ideas of human 
equality and dignity. It is an outrage 
against those in poverty or homeless, 
with its ostentatious and vulgarly 
flaunted parasitism. More, however, its 
allegedly fictitious reserve powers, its 
‘mere ceremonial function’ on state af¬ 
fairs, its ‘normal and empty investment 
with the trappings and pomp of power’ - 
these can take on a real weight and im¬ 
portance for the bourgeoisie in certain 
circumstances of political crisis. We de¬ 
mand the immediate abolition of the mon¬ 
archy and the setting up of a federal 
republic” (our emphasis Weekly Worker 
December 212000). 

A step forward. Yet this change was 
introduced with neither public debate nor 
an accounting for the history of stub¬ 
born, mocking opposition by AWL lead¬ 
ers - the patriarch included - to this very 
demand. Having debated the question 
with comrade Matgamna some half a 
dozen times, I can testify to his consist¬ 


ent hostility to the federal republic slo¬ 
gan. So why the about-turn? I would 
suggest that the comrades found them¬ 
selves totally disarmed in the Scottish 
Socialist Party - nonetheless comrade 
Matgamna still belittles the national ques¬ 
tion in Scotland. There was also constant 
pressure from the CPGB. On balance, 
however, I think the honour goes to Dave 
Craig. He has made it his job in life to 
convert the AWL to revolutionary de¬ 
mocracy and the necessity of prioritis¬ 
ing democratic politics over trade union 
economics. 

And there is the mb. Not only has the 
AWL abjectly failed to carry out a con¬ 
crete analysis of Britain and British con¬ 
ditions (as shown by the tardy, 
half-hearted and untheorised adoption 
of the federal republic demand). The 
AWL’s top leaders - above all the patri¬ 
arch, comrade Matgamna - make it per¬ 
fectly clear that when it comes to practice 
the struggle for a federal republic will be 
played down, not given what is de¬ 
scribed as overemphasis. To all intents 
and purposes the matter can be left to 
liberals to handle as they see fit. There is 
no need for working class leadership or 
militant republicanism. After all - whether 
they be warm or cold, hard or soft - for 
economists that is a chimera, an impos¬ 
sibility, a diversion. Result - comrade 
Matgamna’s republic is both bourgeois 
and platonic. 

Another, related, aside. Comrade Mat¬ 
gamna and co recoil, as an almost reflex 
reaction, from the Leninist method of di¬ 
viding the communist programme into 
immediate, or minimum, and maximum 
sections (inherited from German commu¬ 
nism from the time of Marx and Engels). 
Staying true to the demagogy of 
Matshachtmanism, the AWL executive 
committee passed a resolution on the 
CPGB which puts down our commitment 
to a minimum-maximum programme as 
being something else “that they preserve 
from their Stalinist past”. Rubbish, and 
libellous to boot! 

A puzzle. Following their minimum- 
maximum programme, and whenever 
necessary renewing and revamping it - 
not abandoning it, as the old fable al¬ 


leges - the Bolsheviks steered their way 
to the world-historic moment of October 
(November) 1917. Dogmatists and the ig¬ 
norant will protest. But history shows the 
truth. 

Nowadays, sadly, Matgamna’s preju¬ 
dice passes for orthodoxy amongst a 
wide range of leftists. Not that he in¬ 
vented the Trotskyite antithesis towards 
the minimum programme. It is a stock and 
standard hand-me-down. Indeed in that 
thoroughly slavish and conventional 
spirit comrade Matgamna attempts to 
frighten his AWL children with the mere 
fact that the CPGB’s draft programme 
consists of two parts - minimum and 
maximum sections. Cowered they might 
be for the moment. But that cannot last. 
Thankfully children grow up. And they 
become adult first and foremost by learn¬ 
ing to think for themselves. Dangerous 
stuff for comrade Matgamna and his in¬ 
ner circle of chosen Matshachtmanites. 

The minimum programme is a concept 
derided and dismissed by every half- 
educated Trotskyite. In the venerated, 
almost mystical name of Trotsky’s - to¬ 
tally outdated, deeply flawed and frankly 
economistic - Transitional programme , 
every group, sect and nano-cult ad¬ 
vances either formally or informally what 
is billed as a radical alternative. It ain’t nec¬ 
essarily so. 

Indeed, instead of a revolutionary 
minimum programme, what they unfail¬ 
ingly substitute is totally abstract propa¬ 
ganda for socialism on the one hand, 
while on the other their practical politics 
consists of a smorgasbord of minimal¬ 
ist campaigns - increased wage levels, 
abolition of the anti-trade union laws, 
restoration of student grants, no war 
against X, Y or Z, etc. Unquestionably, 
in the main, the demands of these cam¬ 
paigns are eminently supportable. Yet 
they leave the existing state and consti¬ 
tution completely untouched. Capitalism 
continues to operate through the market 
and politically mling in the old way. 

Such is the muck, myth and nonsense 
that has accreted around the minimum 
programme that in most leftwing circles 
this honourable and proven concept dare 
not speak its name. To even utter the 


phrase is to bring down a torrent of in¬ 
vective, curses and damnations. In the 
minds of the devotees the point-blank re¬ 
fusal by their masters to even consider 
the minimum programme represents the 
highest achievement in Marxist theory. 
In reality it is philistinism, economism and 
a marked regression. 

Of necessity then the minimum pro¬ 
gramme must be rescued from the geri¬ 
atric clutches of social democracy and 
‘official communism’ and restored to its 
proper place in the basic armoury of the 
international working class movement. 

To hammer out and adopt a minimum 
programme is not to repeat the sins of 
German social democracy which, true, in 
part stemmed from its minimal minimum 
programme. Both Engels and Marx lam¬ 
basted their German comrades for what 
was a fearful and cowardly refusal to in¬ 
clude abolition of the kaiser monarchy 
and a centralised democratic republic in 
the SDP’s programme. Just like monar¬ 
chies and republicans, there are minimum 
programmes and minimum programmes. 
Remember, as just mentioned above, the 
Bolsheviks had a minimum programme 
which aimed to replace the tsarist mon¬ 
archy with a workers’ and peasants’ re¬ 
public - a programme honed and 
developed by Lenin in his 1917 ‘April 
theses’. 

The authentic, Marxist minimum pro¬ 
gramme crystallises and logically 
presents those demands in the commu¬ 
nist programme that are technically 
achievable under the socio-economic 
conditions of capitalism, yes. More to the 
point, these demands, through the mass, 
militant and conscious fight for them, and 
of course in their practical fulfilment, 
ready the working class for the tasks of 
the maximum programme: ie, supersed¬ 
ing the capitalist system in its entirety. 
What begins nationally must be com¬ 
pleted globally. 

So say it. Say ‘minimum programme’ 
(say it out loud till the fear vanishes). 
Leave behind atavistic prejudice and 
take up the militant struggle for a fed¬ 
eral republic of England, Scotland and 
Wales • 

Jack Conrad 
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SOCIALIST ALLIANCE 


Piercing the Luton fog 


J ust before Christmas, I was chatting to 
Mark Fischer, CPGB national organiser, 
and the question came up as to why 
the Socialist Workers Party was seek¬ 
ing the expulsion of Revolutionary Demo¬ 
cratic Group supporters Danny Thompson 
and Jane Clarke from the Socialist Alliance. 
We both agreed that it was a crazy position 
for the SWP to get into. 

Win or lose, their own credibility is at stake. 
With the resignations from the SA of the So¬ 
cialist Party and Liz Davies from chair, many 
of the Labour left are looking to pin the don¬ 
key’s tail on the SWP. So if the SWP go round 
saying, ‘heehaw, heehaw’ by expelling peo¬ 
ple, the game is up. On the other hand if they 
do not succeed, people would think they are 
not really in control of the SA. It is an own 
goal in the making. So why has the SWP put 
itself in this no-win situation? 

The clue can be found in the article by Ged 
Peck, a leading member of Luton SWP, in the 
autumn 2002 Pre-conference bulletin of the 
SWP entitled, ‘The united front, sectarian¬ 
ism and London smog’. What is Ged beef¬ 
ing about? Apart from the obvious issue of 
‘programme’, he indicates that the party 
question and sectarianism are key issues. 

Both the SWP and the RDG recognise that 
the SA is a united front, not a party. We are 
not Utopians who think that becoming a 
party is merely a matter of changing your 
name. It takes time and preparation and win¬ 
ning support of the working class. But the 
RDG believes that the S A must adopt the aim 
of becoming a workers’ party and start cam¬ 
paigning in the working class movement 
right now. Now is already too late. 

For example, the firefighters’ dispute has 
shown clearly the weakness that workers 
face if there is no broad-based workers’ party 
which supports them. The difficult situation 
for the Fire Brigades Union, being attacked 
politically by the Labour government, shows 
that the FBU needs such a party, and mili¬ 
tant firefighters are open to the case for a new 
party. Simply calling for democratising the 
political fund is not enough and does not 
meet the needs of the class struggle. 

Ged disagrees. He identifies the difference 
between the SWP and the RDG as whether 
to build a “united front of a special kind” or 
a “united front party”. The latter means the 
SA becomes the prime organisation through 
which we intervene in all issues facing the 
working class. The Scottish Socialist Party 
operates in this way. 

Sectarianism 

One of the main issues that Ged identifies is 
sectarianism. He explains that the central 
problem in Bedfordshire SA is the RDG, 
which according to him is a sectarian organi¬ 
sation. He makes this point several times. He 
claims, for example, that the RDG is “an or¬ 
ganisation that prides itself as being the tme 
representatives of Trotskyism”. We do not 
claim to be ‘Trotskyist’, never mind the “tme 
representatives”. So the purpose of this ig¬ 
norant nonsense is to create an image of the 
RDG as the ‘Spartacists’ of the SA. 

Ged says that the SWP has been very re¬ 
strained in dealing with the RDG, because 
they wanted to maintain good relations with 
the wider (non-SWP) membership of the SA. 
But that was last year’s ‘line’ before the So¬ 
cialist Party left. Now we have to assume that 
the SWP does not give a toss about the opin¬ 
ions of the independents or the other politi¬ 
cal groups. Well, not entirely, because SWP 
spin doctors want you to believe that al¬ 
though they have had to ‘suffer’ the RDG, it 
is only now that they are being ‘forced’ ‘re¬ 
luctantly’ to seek expulsions for the sake of 
the children. 

SWP ‘restraint’ is not something we rec¬ 
ognise. The Luton SWP has had to be 
dragged kicking and screaming into making 
compromises, but, as Ged says, “it is a salu¬ 
tary lessons that in some circumstances this 
does not and cannot work”. We deduce from 
this that the SWP is going to try to take a 
harder line against the RDG. Cue Luton 
SWP’s attempted witch-hunt and expulsion. 


The RDG rejects completely the charge of 
sectarianism. In fact we say the source of 
sectarianism is the SWP. How can any neu¬ 
tral and honest observer weigh up these 
claims and counter-claims? 

The RDG is a programme or set of policies, 
not a sect. If you want to destroy the RDG 
your do not need to make out we are terrible 
people: you just need to criticise or expose 
the wealmess of our politics or programme - 
that is the healthy, Marxist thing to do. We 
are not anti-SWP. We have even written to 
the SWP seeking discussions about joining 
them. We are prepared to work with the SWP 
in any united front arrangement. An SWP 
member worked closely with us when the 
BSA was founded and became the BSA 
chair. It was the RDG that proposed consti¬ 
tutional arrangements which would have 
ensured representation for minority plat¬ 
forms or affiliates on the officers’ group. The 
SWP voted against this. When in 2001 some 
BSA independents wanted to expel some 
SWP members for dismptive behaviour, the 
RDG opposed the attempt. 

Openness 

However, the RDG believes that the united 
front means complete freedom to criticise 
your allies. We have openly and publicly 
criticised the political mistakes of the SWP. 
This is essential for democratic working class 
politics, as well as the united front. Our criti¬ 
cisms are political and not sectarian. If we 
should accidentally transgress into sectari¬ 
anism, there are hundreds of SWP members 
more than capable of exposing this. 

Openness and open politics is the best an¬ 
tidote to the secret, murky world of sectari¬ 
anism. Ged articulates the traditional SWP 
view, which is the exact opposite position. 
Criticism of the SWP is “sectarian”. There¬ 
fore in Ged’s world the RDG is the most sec¬ 
tarian group, because it has a history of 
criticising the SWP. Whether the criticisms 
are valid or not does not come into it. It is 
criticism as such. This is a method that is fun¬ 
damentally anti-Marxist and anti-working 
class. 

Ged Peck is of course hoist by his own pe¬ 
tard. He cannot resist criticising the RDG, es¬ 
pecially after the International Socialist 
Tendency’s Zimbabwean MP, Munyaradzi 
Gwisai, said he actually agreed with our po¬ 
sition on the ‘united front party’. Ged had to 
reply, if only to explain how absolutely terri¬ 
ble the RDG is and how naive and ignorant 
the MP must have been for agreeing with us. 
Of course, since public criticism is ‘sectar¬ 
ian’, Ged had to criticise us in the members- 
only Pre-conference bulletin. 

This is a method consistent with putting 
out ‘the word’ about comrade X on the grape¬ 
vine - a technique which SWP members have 
leamt in the variety of dubious expulsions 
carried out in Luton and elsewhere. The 
whole atmosphere in Bedfordshire reeks of 
this sectarian witch-hunting method of 
smearing individuals, instead of open poli¬ 
tics. If Ged thinks what I am writing is smear¬ 
ing him, then at least he and the SWP will 
see it, and can answer for themselves. 

In April 2001 the SWP was in minority in 
the BSA. They were conducting a campaign 
to undermine the officers. They hit on the 
idea of making an official complaint about the 
BSA officers to the SA Liaison Committee. 
An inquiry team, made up of Dave Church, 
Marcus Strom and Greg Tucker, was sent to 
investigate. 

Ged drew up the SWP’s list of complaints. 
It was entitled ‘Confidential report to the So¬ 
cialist Alliance national officers only’. The 
very first paragraph tells us all we want to 
know about sectarian fog: “This is the sub¬ 
mission of the SWP members of the Beds SA 
to the three-person investigating body from 
the SA executive. We submit this on the ba¬ 
sis that it will not be published either by the 
SA itself or by any of the ‘supporting’ or¬ 
ganisations involved in the Socialist Alli¬ 
ance. We believe there has been far too much 
‘public’ debate of a highly one-sided nature 
over the Beds SA, when we should be fo¬ 
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cusing our efforts on building the election 
campaign here.” 

Beds SA replied to this document point 
by point. It began by saying: “There has 
been no public debate. The RDG published 
a criticism of the behaviour and political line 
of the SWP over the Vauxhall dispute (‘In de¬ 
fence of the Beds SA’). The SWP have not 
publicly responded. But privately they have 
admitted (to the investigators) that (ele¬ 
ments?) of their intervention were wrong. 
Therefore the refusal or failure of the SWP 
to debate the political issues raised and then 
to allege that open political criticism equals 
‘sectarianism’, we believe, is a major part of 
the problem. 

“If one side refuses to debate, then by defi¬ 
nition a debate must be ‘highly one-sided’. 
The Beds SA welcomes an open debate. 
This would be much healthier than a refusal 
to discuss issues and policies, smears, witch¬ 
hunts and ‘walkouts’. This SWP ‘confiden¬ 
tial report’, which criticises the Beds SA and 
the RDG, could be the beginning of a two- 
sided debate. Neither the Beds SA nor the 
RDG are going to start crying in a comer that 
the SWP has ‘attacked’ us. 

“However, even now the SWP is trying to 
continue with its sectarian policy of avoid¬ 
ing open debate. We are supposed to take a 
vow of silence about what the SWP has 
written about the Beds SA and the RDG. It 
is unacceptable that the SWP does not even 
want the rank and file members of the Beds 
SA to see this, let alone other SA members. 
Following the latest SWP ‘walkout’ and its 
appeal for a fairly time-consuming (although 
welcome) executive investigation, we feel it 
is hypocritical for the SWP to call for us to 
concentrate on the election campaign. Per¬ 
haps these comrades should have concen¬ 
trated on taking their own advice.” 

Six demands 

The SWP made six demands to the national 
inquiry against the BSA officers, which in¬ 
cluded Danny and Jane. The SWP’s first de¬ 
mand was “That the currently 
unrepresentative composition of the offic¬ 
ers’ group be changed, removing RDG mem¬ 
bers/supporters from a monopoly over the 
key officer positions and giving the SWP 
significant, albeit minority, representation on 
the new committee.” 

The Beds SA replied that “members of the 
Bedfordshire Socialist Alliance have shown 
full confidence in their elected members and 
it is only they that have a right of recall if this 
were not the case. No individual(s) should 
be attacked or harassed solely because of 
their membership to a political group. We are 
not opposed, in principle, to the SWP secur¬ 
ing representation or an officer post on the 
Beds SA officers’ committee. We did not 
oppose this in the past. It was only when the 
SWP expelled EK that they lost a central of¬ 
ficer post. However, any new post-holder 
shall be elected by the Beds S A members (as 
is current practice) and Beds SA members 
may want some assurances from the SWP 
before any vote.” 

The SWP’s second demand was “That 
there should be an end to continually putting 
things ‘to the vote’ (as currently happens) 
in order to encourage a consensual ap¬ 
proach. Voting should only be used as a last 
resort.” 

The Beds SA replied: “No democratic or¬ 
ganisation can discourage the use of voting 
as a means of indicating the views of the ma¬ 
jority (or minorities). Perhaps if the SWP at¬ 
tended a few more steering committee 
meetings they would know that the current 
practice of the Beds SA is that some issues 
are decided by consensus and some by vot¬ 
ing. Any member has a right to call a vote on 
any issue. There can and should be no re¬ 
strictions on the members’ right to vote. This 
SWP demand is either a mischievous attempt 
to deny the existing practice of the Beds SA 
or a disingenuous attempt to restrict mem¬ 
bers’ democratic rights.” 

The SWP’s third demand was “That ‘mo¬ 
tions’ and restriction on membership must 


end to allow the Beds SA to become a more 
open and welcoming organisation.” This has 
a somewhat poetic irony about it. One of the 
first motions ‘put to the vote’ when the SWP 
had taken over the BSA was the SWP-spon- 
sored motion to expel Danny and Jane or ‘re¬ 
strict’ their membership. 

The BSA officers replied: “We reject this 
demand. Submitting and moving motions are 
a normal democratic practice that is open to 
all members. There can be no restrictions on 
members’ rights in respect of motions. There 
are no ‘restrictions’ on Beds SA membership 
- as has been stated earlier - Beds SA is not 
only the largest (numerically) but is the most 
open, democratic and ‘welcoming’ socialist 
organisation in Bedfordshire. All members 
have equal rights. But such rights are not ex¬ 
tended to non-members.” 

The fourth demand was “That there must 
be no public attacks on any members and/ 
or participating organisations.” The BSA re¬ 
plied: “This is unacceptable. There can be 
no such restriction on freedom of speech, 
thought or criticism either in spoken or writ¬ 
ten word. The SWP is as free as any other 
member or organisation to openly or publicly 
criticise what they want. We do not accept 
that criticism should be carried on in secret. 
We welcome the ‘publication’ of the SWP 
‘attacks’ on the Bedfordshire Socialist Alli¬ 
ance, its officers, policies and stmctures and 
on an SA-‘affiliated’ political organisation - 
the RDG. We oppose the attempted SWP 
‘not for public consumption’ gagging order 
attached to this document.” 

The fifth demand was “That Eryk Karas 
should not continue to be the election agent 
because of his association with sectarian 
factionalism within the Beds SA and be¬ 
cause he has used his position to constantly 
raise attacks on the SWP with SA members.” 
The BSA replied: “This is not acceptable. EK 
has been democratically elected to the posi¬ 
tion of election agent... This is slander to say 
that EK is associated with ‘sectarian 
factionalism’. Indeed we would go further and 
suggest that the SWP is witch-hunting EK 
because of its own pursuit of ‘sectarian 
factionalism’. This is why the SWP con¬ 
stantly seeks to remove EK (and others) from 
any officer position.” 

The final SWP demand was “That the na¬ 
tional executive should designate certain ex¬ 
ecutive members to continue to monitor the 
situation to ensure the end of sectarianism 
within the Beds SA.” The BSA replied: ‘The 
Beds SA does not need this. We are prepared 
to cooperate with any inquiries from the ex¬ 
ecutive or any other Socialist Alliance body. 
But if the SWP continues its sectarian ac¬ 
tivities by seeking to remove organisations, 
individuals or the democratic rights (and de¬ 
cisions) of Beds SA members, then we might 
seek the support of the national executive in 
sorting it out.” 

I suppose this is exactly where we have 
arrived at a year and a half later. It is interest¬ 
ing to note that Ged was not very optimistic 
that the SWP’s demands would be sup¬ 
ported by the inquiry team. The email which 
he sent to Rob Hoveman on April 17 2001 
says: “Thanks for your assistance. Let’s 
hope we get the bastards bang to rights. 
However, I bet you that they [the national 
inquiry team] won’t accept the recommen¬ 
dations. They’ll say, ‘We can’t override lo¬ 
cal democracy’, etc, etc. It’s like dealing with 
zombies. Will the national officers therefore 
‘bottle it’? - Ged.” 

In fact the “zombies” did not support any 
of the SWP demands or help the SWP “get 
the bastards”. Nevertheless sectarianism is 
still a problem in the BSA. Openness is the 
best antidote. If comrades want to judge the 
source of the sectarianism, just consider who 
is prepared to come out openly and make 
their case publicly in front of the SA mem¬ 
bership and, through papers like the Weekly 
Worker , to the wider working class move¬ 
ment. This is a powerful light not only for 
piercing the London smog, but that terrible 
Luton fog# 

Dave Craig (RDG) 
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Tottenham 

Firefighter selected 


T ottenham Socialist Alliance is contest¬ 
ing a council by-election, which has 
been called for January 23, in Hale 
ward. Labour councillor David 
Prendergast resigned just before Christmas, 
without giving any reasons for his decision. 
“No comment” was the only thing he told the 
local newspaper, reflecting his contempt for 
the people who elected him. 

The Socialist Alliance now has a real chance 
to reinvigorate a once active branch that has 
in effect been non-existent since the 2001 
general election. In a snap decision the local 
Socialist Workers Party majority threw the SA 
hat in the ring. On Wednesday December 17 
S WP member Fergus Nichol contacted the S A 
nominating officer, Marcus Strom, informing 
him about the election and the SA’s intention 
“possibly” to stand local firefighter Steve 
Cracknel!. Moreover, Fergus informed com¬ 
rade Strom that a local officers’ meeting two 
days later would decide on the final candidate. 

However, the SA membership had not at 
this stage been informed about the intention 
to contest the by-election. Surely, at least the 
most active members of the branch should 
have been contacted - maybe somebody 
would have liked to suggest a different can¬ 
didate or argued against standing at all. A 
brief email might have been a good idea. 

After we complained, a proper selection 
meeting was scheduled for Sunday Decem¬ 


ber 21 - the day before the nomination papers 
had to be handed in. Comrade Cracknell, 
branch secretary of Hornsey Fire Brigades 
Union and a firefighter for 24 years, used the 
opportunity to introduce himself to the 15 
comrades present, almost all of them members 
of the SWP He admitted that he is “not a 
member of the Socialist Alliance yet, but I am 
in the process of joining”. He was quite open 
about not having had any political experience 
and his previous support for New Labour. 

While Steve seems a decent enough guy 
to contest the election, I think it is problem¬ 
atic to choose a candidate just because of his 
‘symbolic’ value. A number of local SWP 
members had expressed interest in standing, 
but their leadership obviously pushed for 
Steve to be the candidate. 

When a CPGB comrade asked him if he 
stands for the politics of the Socialist Alliance 
and if he accepts the SA’s election manifesto, 
he frankly admitted that he had not read it. 


“Well, come on, hands up everybody who has 
read the manifesto,” asked a local SWP mem¬ 
ber, presumably in order to ‘defend’ the com¬ 
rade. Sadly, this was greeted by the lone hand 
of our CPGB questioner. 

“In a local election it is more important to 
understand the local issues anyway,” the 
SWP comrade continued. “We need to high¬ 
light the council’s intention to privatise 
school meals and the local leisure centre,” she 
said, to the heavy nodding of her comrades. 

Fortunately, comrades who drew up the first 
letter to SA members have focused instead 
on more than local issues, highlighting ‘De¬ 
fend public services’, ‘Support the firefight¬ 
ers’ and ‘Don’t attack Iraq’. Quite correctly, 
these are all big, national topics. While we 
should not ignore local issues in a local council 
election campaign, surely we must focus on 
those that challenge New Labour and the gov¬ 
ernment directly • 

Tina Becker 


Election diaiy 

Saturday and Sunday, January 11-12 and 18-19: Mass leaf leting of the ward. 
Meet 12 noon at Enjoy Cafe, 408 Tottenham High Road. 

Tuesday Januavy 21: 'Where is New Labour going?’ Election debate with Steve 
Cracknell, Paul Foot and others. 

To get involved, contact Simon on 0773 606 4045 or Gavy on 020 8808 2500. 


Rail fiasco 

SA organisation needed 



L ast month the government’s much her¬ 
alded 10-year transport plan collapsed. 
Transport secretary Alistair Darling 
flayed about trying to convince everybody 
that this was just a restructuring exercise. No¬ 
body, however, seemed convinced, least of 
all motorists standing nose to tail in the car 
parks that we call motorways, or the train pas¬ 
sengers waiting on frosty platforms for a train 
that is not coming. 

On the railways the target of increasing 
passenger numbers by 50% has been aban¬ 
doned. The mismanagement of the railways 
by Richard Bowker, chair of the Strategic Rail 
Authority (SRA), has been nothing short of 
scandalous. Massive financial resources 
poured in after Ladbroke Grove and other rail 
crashes have all been swallowed up propping 
up the private train operating companies 
(TOCs) and the contractors responsible for 
the dilapidated state of the infrastmcture. 

Bowker has managed to turn the TOCs into 
management contracts, paying them 1.5% 
above costs to mn their franchises. This has 
robbed the industry of the money the TOCs 
should have paid back under their original 
franchise agreements. Bowker has an¬ 
nounced that there will be cuts of up to one 
fifth in train services and added his own ver¬ 
sion of ‘leaves on the line’, ‘wrong kind of 
snow’ excuses. He stated that there were too 
many trains on the line! 

This was commented upon by Aslef gen¬ 
eral secretary Mick Rix at a joint meeting of 
Manchester branches before Christmas. The 
SRA was using taxpayers’ money to cover 
the financial loses of any TOCs in dispute with 
their workers, he said. Brother Rix also spoke 
of the interference of the SRA in negotiations 
with the unions. 

Despite the continuing denials of Bowker 
Aslef has obtained letters from the SRA to the 
TOCs that they must not agree any pay claims 
above the rate of inflation. This has led to the 
longest dispute in railway history at Arriva 
Trains Northern with RMT conductors. It has 
led also to stalemate on First Northwestern 
with Aslef and a ballot on the new Wales and 


Borders franchise. 

Mick outlined the strategy Aslef intends to 
take to counter this government-organised 
attack on pay and conditions. Firstly any cuts 
in services resulting in job losses will provoke 
a strike ballot. Secondly all TOCs will be sent 
an identical set of demands on pay and con¬ 
ditions. The TOCs will be given a short pe¬ 
riod to hold negotiations, but when these 
inevitably break down all the TOCs will be 
balloted simultaneously, resulting in the first 
national rail strike since privatisation. 

Missing from all this of course is any at¬ 
tempt to link up with the RMT in a joint cam¬ 
paign. Neither will any mention be made of the 
role of the Labour Party - in fact it was made 


quite clear that the union’s link with Labour 
will be vigorously defended. Despite his brief 
flirtation with Arthur Scargill’s Socialist Labour 
Party, brother Rix seems set to resist any move 
to democratise Aslef’s political fund, which 
would allow union money to be used to back 
forces other than Labour. 

The Socialist Alliance has unfortunately so 
far failed to intervene as the SA. What influ¬ 
ence it has is emasculated by sect priorities. 
The rail caucus, established at the March 2002 
SA trade union conference, has never met. 
Thankfully that is about to be rectified - a 
meeting has finally been called. Just less than 
a year after the caucus was set up • 

Aslef driver 


Rail caucus 

National meeting for all Socialist Alliance members and supporters in the RMT, Aslef 
and TSSA - Sunday February 23,12 noon, Lucas Arms, Grays Inn Road, London (near¬ 
est station: Kings Cross). 


Call for Socialist 
Alliance paper 

An appeal for a regular Socialist 
Alliance newspaper has been launched 
by three leading members, Dave 
Church, Marcus Strom and Martin 
Thomas. To add your name to the 
appeal please email your support to: 
marcus.strom@ntlworld.com 


We, the undersigned, believe that the Socialist Al¬ 
liance must launch a regular, campaigning news¬ 
paper as an urgent priority. This publication should: 

• Fight to build the agreed actions of the Socialist 
Alliance, maintain our public profile between elec¬ 
tions and give news, analysis and practical guidance 
to our activists on the ground. 

• Reflect the diversity of views in our alliance. ASo- 
cialist Alliance paper must have space for the open 
exchange of ideas, for comradely polemic and the 
presentation of minority views. Wherever possible, 
we should afford the right of reply in our paper. 

• Strike a balance between agitation and propa¬ 
ganda in its pages. Working class readers should 
not be patronised or talked down to. Our paper must 
carry longer theoretical pieces, as well as snappy, 
factual, socialist reportage. 

If the majority of theSA continues to block an of¬ 
ficial publication, the minority should fight for the 
launch of an unofficial paper. 


Additional 

signatories 

Nicola Bent (Lambeth) 
Janine Booth (Hackney) 
Danny Bowles (Neath & 
Port Talbot) 

John Bridge (Camden) 
Alison Brown (Sheffield) 
Janies Bull (Teesside) 
Peter Burton (SSP) 
Matthew Caygill (Leeds) 
Jane Clarke (Bedfordshire) 
Steve Cooke (Teesside) 
Lawrie Coombs (Tees¬ 
side) 

Tim Cooper (Nottingham) 

Chris Croome (Teesside) 
James Cunningham 

(South Birmingham) 

Mathew Danaher 

(Southampton) 

Mervyn Davies (Colches¬ 
ter) 

Ian Donovan (Southwark) 

Arthur Downs (former 
mayor, Tower Hamlets) 

Jim Drysdale 
Laura Duval (Bedford¬ 
shire) 

Pete Edwards (Bedford¬ 
shire) 

Mark Ferguson (Bedford¬ 
shire) 

Alf Filer (Brent) 

Janice Fowler (Southwark) 
Steve Freeman (Bedford¬ 
shire) 

Ray Gaston (Leeds 
steering committee) 

Darrell Goodliffe 

(Cambridgeshire) 

Andy Gunton (Lambeth) 
Billy Hodson (Teesside) 
Chris Jones (chair, 
Merseyside) 

Eryk Karas (Bedfordshire) 

Sarah Lawlor (Bedford¬ 
shire) 


Terry Liddle (treasurer, 
Greenwich) 

Ron Lynn (Lambeth) 
Lesley Mahmood 

(executive committee, 
coordinator Merseyside) 
Rob Marsden (Leicester) 

Laurie McCauley (North 
Yorkshire) 

Anne Me Shane (chair, 
Hackney) 

Sam Metcalf (Nottingham) 

Duncan Morrison 

(Lewisham) 

Paul Nicholson (South¬ 
ampton) 

Harry Nugent (Bedford¬ 
shire) 

Dave Osier (Hackney) 
Dave Parks (Exeter) 

Harry Paterson (Notting¬ 
hamshire) 

Mike Perkins (Southamp¬ 
ton) 

Peter Pierce (Greenwich) 
Phil Pope (Southampton) 

Charlie Pottins (Brent) 
Peter Radcliff (Notting¬ 
ham) 

Daniel Randall (Notting¬ 
ham) 

Lee Rock (Waltham Forest) 

Mike Rowley (Oxford) 
Dave Spencer (Coventry) 
Alan Stevens (chair, 
Greenwich) 

Danny Thompson 
(Bedfordshire) 

Steve Turner (Bedford¬ 
shire) 

Mike Wagstaff (Colches- 
ter) 

Pete Weller (Lambeth) 
Geoff Wexler (Cambridge¬ 
shire) 

Paul Willoughby (Bast 
Kent) 

Jay Woolrich (Leicester) 
Patrick Yarker (Norfolk 
and Norwich) 
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ISLAMIC FUNDAMENTALISM 


Marxist analysis or crying 


M artyn Hudson’s article, ‘Fight 
islamism, not islam’, and indeed 
his previous piece on the same 
question, though interesting in 
some ways, applies a non-Marxist, academic 
understanding of the questions posed in 
seeking to work against the current war drives 
and Zionist terror with those broad sections 
of the Arab diaspora communities who are in¬ 
fluenced by conservative and semi-radical 
forms of islam (Weekly Worker December 19). 

In response to my previous argumentation 
in favour of applying elementary united front 
tactics to those religious organisations such 
as the Muslim Association of Britain - which 
publicly reject acts of indiscriminate, anti¬ 
working-class terrorism, while at the same 
time demonstrating the ability to mobilise 
substantial numbers from the Arab and 
muslim communities - Martyn accuses me of 
misunderstanding his original, somewhat 
opaque material. And even more strangely, 
he accuses me, in the manner of many a dog¬ 
matist, of being unable to understand the 
nature of ‘political islam’ itself. 

Yet comrade Martyn, for all his belligerence 
on the latter point, demonstrates by his own 
scattergun approach to the subject that he is 
either unaware of, or indifferent to, the basic 
difference, widely understood at least formally 
among those who claim to be Marxists, be¬ 
tween the communist tactic of the united 
front, addressing non-communist organisa¬ 
tions that mobilise a section of the masses, 
and the treacherous strategy of the popular 
front, which involves workers’ organisations 
adopting the de facto programme of a wing of 
the bourgeoisie, thereby liquidating the inde¬ 
pendent programme of the working class for 
the sake of an illusory alliance. 

For Martyn, in his original article, “the left 
urgently needs to reassess its relationship to 
the new global recompositions of islam and 
abandon attempts to construct united fronts 
with certain forms of islamist organisation 
where, to use the old phrase, we march sepa¬ 
rately and strike together” (Weekly Worker 
November 28). He then goes into a long ren¬ 
dition of why no such episodic blocs are pos¬ 
sible, even with those such as the MAB who, 
as I and others have pointed out, are more 
forthright than some in the Socialist Alliance 
in condemning some of the recent ultra-islam- 
ist atrocities. I will address this strange rea¬ 
soning shortly. 

But first it is worth noting the shift in 
Martyn’s argument in his subsequent reply 
to me - no longer arguing against the use of 
the united front tactic, he instead argues: “The 
Muslim Association of Britain is not openly 
and directly a clerico-fascist organisation - but 
those who would wish to constmct popular 
fronts with such groups should be aware of 
the following” (my emphasis). He goes on: 
“officialising one group, constructing a popu¬ 
lar front with these rightists, is condoning 
their activities in muslim communities...” (my 
emphasis). 

Nowhere, in either of his two pieces, does 
Martyn clarify or theorise the distinction be¬ 
tween the two concepts, united front and 
popular front, nor does he, on the other hand, 
explain why he feels able to use these funda¬ 
mentally different terms interchangeably. 

This inability to differentiate between epi¬ 
sodic blocs with reactionary leaderships of 
the oppressed in the furtherance of a strug¬ 
gle against oppression, and class collabora¬ 
tionist strategic blocs aimed at mortgaging the 
stmggles of the oppressed, is shown later in 
his second piece. Martyn no doubt thinks his 
verbiage here is devastating: in fact it clearly 
shows up the political danger in his refusal to 
distinguish between the united front for a 
clearly defined purpose, and popular frontism. 

The danger is, to be blunt, that such a fail¬ 
ure to distinguish leads to popular frontism 
itself once the political pressure for some sort 
of bloc with somebody becomes irresistible. 
Thus Martyn’s accusation that “the worst 
element of this though is that... Ian is siding 
not with the moderates, traditionalists and so 
on... but with those ... who are the fanatics of 


that [islamist] reformation” reveals his own 
strategic conception - that it is necessary to 
side with the “moderates, traditionalists, and 
so on” against those currents who he deems 
as the ultra-reactionary, modernists, necro¬ 
mantic ‘political’ islamists. 

I am afraid I do not consider it to be the task 
of Marxists to promote, and even less to help 
bring into being, a ‘progressive’ wing of any 
religion, including islam. Still less is it part of a 
communist perspective to promote the ‘tradi¬ 
tionalist, moderate’ wing of such a religion. 
As Marxists, we do not take sides in theologi¬ 
cal disputes between believers, we rather seek 
to use our tactics to promote class struggle, 
class consciousness, and thereby (at a point 
that will vary enormously between individu¬ 
als within any given religion) the discarding 
of religious belief in favour of a scientific, 
materialist view of the world. 

It is possible, indeed likely, of course, that 
as the class stmggle proceeds among popu¬ 
lations with an initially deep religious belief, 
that various hybrid ‘religious socialist’ or ‘re¬ 
ligious communist’ formations will come into 
existence for an historically brief moment in 
time (the Iranian Mujahedin-e-khalq of the 
1970s and 1980s were an example of such a 
formation). In that case communists will seek 
to work closely with such currents and help 
them overcome their contradictions in favour 
of consistent materialism: ie, militant atheism. 

But in no case is it our duty to try to create 
such unviable, self-contradictory currents 
where they do not exist. The programme 
Martyn seems to be putting forward, of sid¬ 
ing with the ‘traditional, moderate’ forms of 
islam against the nasty, modernist ‘political’ 
islamists, seems to me to be in reality a chemi¬ 
cally pure form of popular frontism. 

Lenin once wrote, in connection with for¬ 
mulating an analysis of any given phenom¬ 
enon, that “there is no such thing as abstract 
truth: the truth is always concrete”. And, read¬ 
ing between the lines of the abstruse, aca¬ 
demic language that pervades Martyn’s 
writings in the current controversy, one can 
nevertheless extract enough implicitly con¬ 
crete points to be able to translate Martyn’s 
essential argument into a more comprehensi¬ 
ble, concrete form. 

However, doing so does not reveal any pro¬ 
found Marxist analysis, but in reality a yearn¬ 
ing that the situation regarding islam, a subject 
to which I understand Martyn has devoted 
years of study, should only be different and 
less grim than it actually is, and a peculiar 
partiality for some forms of islamic theology 
and beliefs over others. Both of these things 
I believe are pretty well useless, and indeed 
harmful, in formulating a communist perspec¬ 
tive for dealing with the problems posed to¬ 
day by political developments in the Middle 
East and the muslim world in general. 

Martyn indignantly denies the accusation 
that the perspective he is arguing is in prac¬ 
tice islamophobic - in response to my ques¬ 
tioning why he does not extend his critique 
of any united action with the MAB to the 
practitioners of other religions, he responds 
that “Every religion is composed of a complex 
of factions, doctrines, practices, etc.” and 
again goes on to explain that what he calls 
“political islam” is not really islam at all, but in 
the words of his earlier article “a radicalised 
product of Zionism and imperialism’ ’ (Novem¬ 
ber 28). 

But for Martyn, this non-islam has been, 
from the 1960s onwards, the dominant form 
of the islamic religion internationally. Other¬ 
wise, what is meant by the statement in his 
original article that “Islam as a faith has been 
constantly recomposed and modified. Since 
the 1960s, however, the world has witnessed 
the ascendancy of one particular form of islam 
- a political islam which presents a civilisational 
alternative to that of both communism and 
capitalism and which seeks to eliminate secu¬ 
larism, liberty and any vestiges of enlighten¬ 
ment thought”? 

Martin’s subjective view of what islam 
ought to be colours his perception of what it 
actually is, to the point that unfortunately child¬ 


ish debater’s tricks and misquotations creep 
into his work. Islam for him ought to be what 
he calls ‘traditionalist, moderate’ islam, toler¬ 
ant to a fault. He paraphrases (without cita¬ 
tion marks or page reference) Albert Hourani’s 
study of Arab and islamic history, A history 
of the Arab peoples (Faber and Faber, 1991), 
to the effect that the destruction of the 
Bamiyan Buddhas by the Taliban shows that 
islamism today “is different because islamism 
is not the islam of tradition, but a newer, ultra¬ 
reactionary product of imperialism, Zionism 
and islamic modernism”. This is a rather 
strange citation, since Hourani died in 1993 
and therefore never lived to see even the com¬ 
ing to power of the Taliban, let alone the de¬ 
struction of the Buddhas; in fact this event is 
not even mentioned in the posthumous post¬ 
script by Malise Ruthven in the 2002 edition 
of Hourani’s work. 

No doubt Martyn meant to say that the de¬ 
struction of the Bamiyan Buddhas is consist¬ 
ent with Hourani’s earlier projection as to the 
likely evolution of islamic fundamentalism, 
but really, given Martyn’s complaints about 
the abstruse, academic language in his earlier 
pieces being misunderstood, he really should 
take care to give accurate, exact citations. I do 
not have the time or the energy to follow and 
check up all his other academic references, but 
this hardly inspires confidence. 

In any case, I will leave it to the reader to 
judge whether Martyn’s complaints about his 
allegedly being misunderstood over the ques¬ 
tion of the so-called ‘irreversible reformation’ 
have any merit or not. I think they have little 
merit, and if any misunderstanding occurred, 
then Martyn should, again, look at his own 
writings as to the reason why such misunder¬ 
standings could possibly take place. If some¬ 
one fulminates about things such as “political 
islam which presents a civilisational alterna¬ 
tive to that of both communism and capital¬ 
ism and which seeks to eliminate secularism, 
liberty and any vestiges of enlightenment 
thought”, whose “explicit task” is “the con¬ 
struction of a global islamist state” and ends 
with the stark warning that “The emergence 
of one victorious theocratic state would sig¬ 
nal world-historical necromancy - a profound 
defeat for the global proletariat”, it is, I sug¬ 
gest, not unreasonable for a reader to con¬ 
clude that the author of these lines believes 
that this is a real, world-historic danger that 
he is warning against. 

For the author then to turn around and state 
that he never believed this at all, that it was 
the “spectral fantasies of clerico-fascists”, 
and that any misunderstanding is the fault of 
the reader for not being able to discern this, 
is, to put it charitably, an example of what in 
the jewish community is known as chutzpah. 
As indeed is Martyn’s protestation that his 
understanding of the so-called ‘irreversible 
reformation’, he was warning about, was a 
conquest of the islamic religion itself by fun¬ 
damentalists, as opposed to the conquest of 
the non-islamic body politic , as I believed he 
was saying. Readers might also conclude, 
given Martyn’s own writings about the “as¬ 
cendancy” of this form of islam within the 
religion itself “since the 1960s”, that he be¬ 
lieved his own words: that such an ascend¬ 
ancy - ie, reformation of the religion - had 
already taken place. 

It is very foolish to blame readers and crit¬ 
ics for failing to understand one’s own self¬ 
contradictory confusionism. It is the duty of 
the reader to make reasonable efforts to un¬ 
derstand what an author is saying, but it is 
also the duty of an author not to take refuge 
in ambiguous and obscurantist terminology 
in order to give an illusion of profundity to 
writings that do not merit it in terms of con¬ 
tent. 

In any case, there is of course much truth 
in the contention that the forms of hard-line, 
politicised islam that are widespread today are 
products of the humiliation and degradation 
of a number of the most important muslim peo¬ 
ples by imperialism, and particularly by the 
creation and subsequent expansion of the 
state of Israel. That is the concrete reality we 
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have to deal with; it is no use sentimentalis¬ 
ing for the return of the wonderfully tolerant 
practices of the Umayyad or Abbasid cali¬ 
phates, or the Ottoman empire, and contrast¬ 
ing that with the current practices of the likes 
of (say) Hamas in the occupied territories with 
the plaint that the former was “real, tolerant, 
traditional islam”, whereas the latter is not 
islam. The former three, which by the way at 
least formally adhered to the basic command¬ 
ments of Quranic law subsequently codified 
in the Sharia, were the products of islamic 
world strength, whereas the more militant, and 
anti-western, forms of islam that have risen to 
prominence in the imperialist epoch are of 
course the products of defeat. 

No matter: we have to deal with not the re¬ 
ligions of the past abstracted from their social 
and political contexts, but the religions that 
influence the masses today. We have to deal 
with religion objectively, in terms of address¬ 
ing the material oppressions and clashes of 
material interests that lead sections of the 
oppressed to support militant, or even not- 
so-militant, religious groups. In this regard, the 
likes of the MAB occupy an intermediate 
position - not a fundamentalist group itself, it 
nevertheless has a constituency that sympa¬ 
thises with more or less radical islamic senti¬ 
ments. This sentiment is indeed a product of 
the blending of traditional, widely held reli¬ 
gious beliefs with the circumstances of Zion¬ 
ist and imperialist oppression, and it indeed 
produces manifestations that are dangerous 
to the working class. 

It is utterly impermissible, for instance, for 
leftists to engage in any blocs with religious 
political movements, whether islamic or not, 
that have as the strategic aim of the bloc the 
creation of a government of such theocratic 
elements. This was the central problem of the 
mass movement against the Shah that empted 
in the Iran of 1978-79. An historic opportunity 
was missed for proletarian revolution, in the 
main because the Iranian left, and their men¬ 
tors from Moscow to the tiny Trotskyist 
United Secretariat of the Fourth International, 
adhered in practice to the Menshevik concep¬ 
tion of ‘two-stage revolution’, and, seeing the 
powerful religious sentiment behind the 
Shi’ite clergy, which in some ways played a 
role of a surrogate nationalism among the 
masses, concluded that the ‘national demo¬ 
cratic’ revolution could be led by the same 
Shi’ite clergy. The result was a genuine popu¬ 
lar front, a suicidal one in fact, where the left 
facilitated, by its flawed theories and inability 
to play a genuinely independent role in social 
stmggle, the coming to power of the ‘radical’ 
clergy, thereby laying the basis for their own 
destmction. 

However, these considerations do not 
change the social fact that, in this period where 
the old ‘secular’ forms of bourgeois national¬ 
ism have palpably failed to even cohere real 
nation-states in the Arab world, some forms 
of radical islamic movements are playing the 
role of a surrogate nationalism, and thereby 
giving a highly warped expression of the de¬ 
sire of the masses for a liberation from power¬ 
lessness and being simply prey for the 
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imperialists and their Israeli allies. 

This is certainly true in Lebanon, for in¬ 
stance, where Hezbollah has effectively 
played such a role in the movement against 
Israeli occupation, and has therefore gained 
enormous prestige among both ‘fundamen¬ 
talist’ and secular opponents of Israeli occu¬ 
pation in the West Bank and Gaza. I would 
argue that, given the intimate connection be¬ 
tween the Lebanese and Palestinian ques¬ 
tions (remember that the Israeli invasion of 
Lebanon in 1982 was aimed at crushing the 
PLO presence in that country), the real social 
role of Hezbollah in southern Lebanon, cul¬ 
minating in the driving out of the Israelis at 
the end of the 1990s, was that of a kind of er¬ 
satz, surrogate national liberation movement, 
and that the effective defeat of Israel by Hez¬ 
bollah was a real blow against national oppres¬ 
sion. Not because of Hezbollah’s Shi’ite 
fundamentalism, but despite this reactionary 
ideology and politics, was it forced in a partial 
manner to give vent to the aspirations of 
muslim Lebanese suffering under Israeli oc¬ 
cupation and oppression. 

There are some very complex questions in¬ 
volved here, which obviously cannot simply 
be solved in this discussion, though we can 
begin to address them. But, to put it simply, 
communists have to find a way to steer be¬ 
tween two parallel dangers with regard to 
these kinds of questions - islamophobic sec¬ 
tarianism, as epitomised by Martyn, and the 
kind of genuine popular front with the mullahs 
practiced by much of the Iranian left in 1978- 
79. We have to formulate tactics by which 
communists are seen to be the best, most 
consistent fighters against the kinds of op¬ 
pressions (national and social) that drive sec¬ 
tions of the oppressed to support islamic 
fundamentalist movements in the first place, 
without at the same time falling into the trap, 
as did the Iranian left, of helping the clergy 
into power. 

This will necessarily at times involve some 
kinds of blocs with islamist types, for limited 
purposes, where the thrust of what the islam- 
ists’ mass base are struggling for gives expres¬ 
sion to something that is consistent with part 
of our programme. It is part of our programme 
to support concrete struggles against national 
oppression - and when islamists are forced to 
act as a surrogate for such aspirations, then it 
would be just as suicidal for the left to retreat 
in a sectarian fashion from such stmggles as 
it would be to emulate the Iranian left and 
support an ‘islamic republic’. Such a sectar¬ 
ian practice would only marginalise the left 
and give islamists a monopoly on the strug¬ 
gle against oppression, again consolidating 
their hold over their putative base and help¬ 
ing the theocratic quasi-nationalists into 
power. 

In this context, there are other absurdities 
in Martyn’s article that need clarifying. First 
of all, he makes much of my identifying (in his 
words) “two totally different types of politi¬ 
cal islam”: that of the Taliban and Khomeini. 
Martyn sagely lectures: “This is, in program¬ 
matic terms, a very elementary error, but one 
that is very common on the left - the confla¬ 
tion of Shia prophet worship and the more rig¬ 
orous islamism of Sunni islam. In fact the state 
in Iran is not really a ‘fundamentalist’ state at 
all, as ‘fundamentalism’ is the product of the 
high cultural doctrine within the Sunni tradi¬ 
tion. This is one of the reasons for the lack of 
support for the Taliban and ‘fundamentalist’ 
politics by the Iranians.” 

This is a really incredible passage from a 
Marxist, elevating the internal conflicts of the¬ 
ology within the islamic religion above politi¬ 
cal and social reality. A woman in Iran, who is 
forced to wear the head-to-foot black chador 
veil (less common these days, I gather, but still 
significant), can certainly console herself that, 
unlike her sister across the border in Afghani¬ 
stan (whether under the Taliban or now Karzai 
and the Northern Alliance) who is forced to 
wear the dark blue head-to-foot burqa, she is 
not ruled by a fundamentalist state because 
the mlers of her country adhere to a form of 
theology that Martyn considers to be less 
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“rigorous” than that of the “high cultural doc¬ 
trine” of Sunni tradition. 

This is like saying that protestant varieties 
of religious fundamentalism, such as for in¬ 
stance the American militant (and indeed mur¬ 
derous) anti-abortion group Operation 
Rescue, are not real Christian fundamental¬ 
ists, because protestantism is itself a heresy 
against ‘true’ (ie, catholic) Christian theology. 
Whereas of course, the Irish-based Youth 
Defence, which is analogous but maintains 
loyalty to the Holy See, now they are real fun¬ 
damentalists, deserving of the name because 
of the purity of their doctrine. What nonsense! 
While sectarian hostilities between funda¬ 
mentalist regimes due to denomination are a 
material factor that communists have to take 
into account, to mock the ‘fundamentalist’ cre¬ 
dentials of one because of theological differ¬ 
ences is to make a mockery of Marxism. 

And additionally, it is not scientifically ac¬ 
curate to say that Shia muslims are ‘prophet- 
worshippers’. It is simply not true that they 
worship the prophet Muhammad as a god. 
The differences between the two denomina¬ 
tions are about the legitimacy of the lineage 
of the caliphate, not about who to worship. 
This phraseology sounds to me like a piece 
of Sunnophile polemical/theological abuse, 
and is hardly useful for Marxists, who should 
be strictly, indeed militantly, neutral on such 
questions. 

Martyn’s material is riddled with strange, of¬ 
ten self-contradictory, quotations from aca¬ 
demic sources that only serve to underline his 
incoherence and the many flaws in his argu¬ 
ments. Indeed, many readers will be scratch¬ 
ing their heads in puzzlement as to what 
exactly he is saying. On the question of so- 
called islamic ‘modernism’, for instance, he 
engages in the most incredible self-contradic¬ 
tory nonsense. 

He writes: “But for islamism, the reality is - 
otherwise it would not be islamism - that the 
doctrine is the programme. The methods to 
carry out the programme are based, in every 
dot and comma, in the doctrine of the high 
culture of islamic texts and those texts alone. 
The readings of the Quran and the Hadith 
serve as the template for those actions - ac¬ 
tions deplored by other muslims [like the 
MAB?] reading the same texts.” Later he 
writes: “... undoubtedly the poetry of the past 
exemplified in islamism is backward-looking - 
but a backward-looking, radically new form of 
politics, bom out of despair ...” He then ap¬ 
provingly quotes my statement that these 
phenomena are a “punishment for the failure 
of the left to defeat capitalism”. 

All very well, but rather in contradiction to 
his earlier condemnation as methodologically 
islamophobic of my statement: “The idea that 
these kinds of ideas are somehow a new or 
modernist development is misplaced. They are 
fundamental to the belief system of the islamic 
religion itself...” (December 5). Martyn flies 
off the handle: “Who is the islamophobe 
now? The very idea that most muslims sup¬ 
port the programme of the islamists is absurd 
...” But I never said that most muslims sup¬ 
port the actions of the fundamentalists. I 
merely said that the aims of the islamists, in 
terms of a society built on the law of the Sharia, 
are fundamental to the belief system of the 
islamic religion itself. Example - the Quran pre¬ 
scribes that the punishment for theft should 
be the amputation of a limb, and also that the 
punishment for adultery should be flogging 
and/or stoning. Fundamentalists who seek the 
introduction of such punishments therefore 
have the authority of the Quran and the Sharia 
for such aims - which are therefore fundamen¬ 
tal to the belief system of the islamic religion 
itself. 

Does that mean that “most muslims” sup¬ 
port these kinds of punishments? Almost cer¬ 
tainly not. But those muslims are therefore at 
some level in contradiction with their religion 
itself, just as catholics who practice contra¬ 
ception or who have abortions despite the 
prohibitions of the church are in contradiction 
with their religious doctrine. But it would be a 
fool who said that strict opposition to abor¬ 


tion and contraception are not part of ortho¬ 
dox catholic doctrine. Ditto for Sharia law vis- 
a-vis islam. In this case, such is the extremity 
of the contradiction with modem-day social 
reality that even avowed fundamentalists like 
Muhammad Ghazali, an early ideologue of the 
Egyptian Muslim Brotherhood, regarded such 
laws as practically utopian (see Dilip Hiro Is¬ 
lamic fundamentalism Paladin 1989, p65). 

In terms of islamic fundamentalist ‘modern¬ 
ism’, the tmth is that every significant politi¬ 
cal movement is compelled to be modernist 
to a greater or lesser extent, irrespective of its 
original doctrine. As Marx said, “People make 
history, but not in circumstances of their own 
choosing”. Islamism has played two comple¬ 
mentary roles - as the distillation of counter¬ 
revolution, in a manner analogous to 
European fascism, most notably in Afghani¬ 
stan in destroying the petty bourgeois, left 
nationalist/Stalinist PDPA regime, but also 
partially in Iran as the mullahs drove a stake 
through the heart of the Iranian left and the 
nascent proletarian revolutionary upheaval 
that had been delivered into their hands by 
that left. 

But the other role it has played is that of a 
surrogate form of the nationalism of the op¬ 
pressed, given the failure and bankruptcy of 
the older, secular forms of nationalism - as with 
Hezbollah in Lebanon, Hamas in the occupied 
territories, partly in Iran in the early period of 
the revolution, etc. But nevertheless islamism 
is not sufficiently a ‘modernist’ movement to 
have a real future as anything other than an 
excrescence caused by the delay of the world 
revolution - it is not a world-historic competi¬ 
tor to communism for the allegiance of human¬ 
ity. 

This really brings out the one-sided, and in 
many ways flatly wrong, character of 
Martyn’s bald equation of ‘political islam’ 
with Hitlerite fascism. According to Martyn, 
for the left to co-sponsor with the MAB a 
demonstration against imperialist war on Iraq 
is “like communists lining up with Nazi sym¬ 
pathisers on demonstrations during World 
War II, because we are both against British 
imperialism - at the same time as communists 
are being executed by the Nazis in Belsen”. 

Elsewhere, he extends this with his state¬ 
ment to the effect that the programme of the 
MAB is “the killing of jews and secularists” - 
the implication that the religious anti-Judaism 
of the fundamentalists is the same thing as 
Nazi racist jew-hatred. Of course, as a reac¬ 
tionary imperialist alternative to the proletar¬ 
ian revolution, and the most economically and 
militarily powerful capitalist state on the Eura¬ 
sian supercontinent, Nazi Germany could be 
seen as the potential ruler of the world, the 
nemesis of the world proletariat. Martyn’s bald 
use of this analogy is certainly consistent with 
the view he appeared to argue in his first arti¬ 
cle, that islamism was the bearer of a world the¬ 
ocracy. Despite Martyn’s subsequent 
protestations that this is not what he believes, 
this analogy does not really make sense un¬ 
less one holds that islamism really is a con¬ 
tender for world domination. 

I would certainly admit that there are simi¬ 
larities, as well as differences of social con¬ 
tent, between some attributes of islamism and 
European fascism that can make it act in an 
analogous way in some circumstances. But 
islamic fundamentalism also acts, in situations 
where national-type aspirations exist among 
the oppressed masses in the absence of a 
viable national project, as a surrogate ‘nation¬ 
alism of the oppressed’ - the classic example 
being Israel’s well-deserved defeat by a mass 
movement led by the Shia fundamentalist/sur¬ 
rogate-nationalist Hezbollah in south Leba¬ 
non. Indeed, this is the only way the appeal 
of this form of politics to the oppressed can 
be explained without ending up demonising 
the semi-proletarian and plebeian poor of the 
muslim world as the agency of world reaction, 
which they certainly are not. 

Martyn’s use of the ‘Nazi’ analogy here is 
wrong and ahistorical, and has something of 
the quality of the boy who cried wolf • 

Ian Donovan 


■Our central aim is the organisation of all communists, revo¬ 
lutionary socialists and politically advanced workers into a 
Communist Party. Without such a party the working class is 
nothing; with it everything. 

■The Provisional Central Committee organises members 
of the Communist Party, but there exists no real Commu¬ 
nist Party today. There are many leftwing 'parties’, but in 
reality most are mere confessional sects. Those who disa¬ 
gree with the prescribed line’ are expected to gag them¬ 
selves in public. Either that or face expulsion. 

Communists operate according to the principles of demo¬ 
cratic centralism. Through the fullest, most open debate we 
seek to achieve unity in action and a common world out¬ 
look. As long as they support democratically agreed actions, 
members have the right to form temporary or permanent 
factions. 

Communists are committed to building the Socialist Alli¬ 
ance in England and Wales and the Scottish Socialist Party 
into a single revolutionavy party. Communists advocate the 
principle, 'One state, one party’. We oppose every manifes¬ 
tation of sectionalism. 

Communists are internationalists. It is an internationalist 
duty to fight for revolution against the existing state. To the 
extent that the European Union becomes a state, then that 
necessitates EU-wide trade unions, a Socialist Alliance of 
the EU and a Communist Party of the EU. 

The working class must be organised globally. Without a 
global Communist Party, a Communist International, the 
struggle against capital is weakened and lacks coordina¬ 
tion. 

Communists have no interest apart from the working class 
as a whole. They differ only in recognising the importance 
of Marxism as a guide to practice. That theovy is no dogma, 
but must be constantly added to and enriched. 

■ Capitalism in its ceaseless search for profit puts the fu¬ 
ture of humanity at risk. Capitalism is synonymous with pol¬ 
lution, exploitation, crisis and war. As a global system 
capitalism can only be superseded globally. All forms of 
nationalist 'socialism’ are reactionavy and anti-working 
class. 

Socialism can never come through parliament. The capi¬ 
talist class will never willingly allow their wealth and power 
to be taken away through a parliamentary vote. They will 
resist, using every means at their disposal. Communists fa¬ 
vour using parliament and winning the biggest possible 
working class representation. But workers must be read¬ 
ied to make revolution - peacefully if we can, forcibly if we 
must 

■We will use the most militant methods objective circum¬ 
stances allow to achieve a federal republic of England, Scot¬ 
land and Wales, a federal Ireland and a United States of 
Europe. 

■ Communists fight for extreme democracy in all spheres 
of society. Democracy must be given a social content. 

■ Communists favour industrial unions. Bureaucracy and 
class compromise must be fought and the trade unions trans¬ 
formed into schools for communism. 

Communists are champions of the oppressed. Women’s 
oppression, combating racism and chauvinism, and the strug¬ 
gle for peace and ecological sustainability are just as much 
working class questions as pay, trade union rights and de¬ 
mands for high-quality health, housing and education. 

Socialism represents victovy in the battle for democracy. 
It is the rule of the working class. Socialism is either demo¬ 
cratic or, as with Stalin’s Soviet Union, it turns into its oppo¬ 
site. 

Socialism is the first stage of the worldwide transition to 
communism - a system which knows neither exploitation of 
person by person, nor wars, classes, countries or nations. 
Communism is general freedom and the real beginning of 
human histovy. 

a All who accept these principles are urged to join the Com¬ 
munist Party. 
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Israel takes 
repression to 
new extremes 


Unity for two states 


T he dire situation in Israel and Pal¬ 
estine following the latest esca¬ 
lation of terror and repression is 
crying out for a principled, demo¬ 
cratic political solution, centred on the 
working class. 

In response to the two January 5 sui¬ 
cide bombs in Tel Aviv, the Israeli army 
stepped up its bloody attacks and inten¬ 
sified its oppressive hold over the inhab¬ 
itants of the occupied territories. The 
Palestinian population, already kept 
down by one of the most restrictive re¬ 
gimes ever witnessed, was hit by a fur¬ 
ther clampdown. Men under the age of 
35 were banned from leaving the West 
Bank and Gaza. Only around 1,350 were 
allowed to enter Israel the day after the 
latest army measure, while over 4,000 
were turned back. 

Since June 2002 all major towns have 
been occupied - surrounded with barbed 
wire, earth barriers and heavily manned 
checkpoints. Main roads are largely re¬ 
served for Israeli settlers and a round-the- 
clock curfew has been in operation for 
80% of the time - the entire population 
has been under house arrest - imprisoned 
in their own homes for days and let out 
for just a few hours at a time. This has 
meant economic min and destitution for 
whole communities. Added to this is a 
new ban on fishing boats leaving Pales¬ 
tinian coastline towns and villages. 

And of course the ruthless brutality of 
the occupying regime is reaching new 
heights. Trigger-happy troops take the 
lives of Palestinian men, women and chil¬ 
dren virtually every day and house demo¬ 
litions are routinely carried out at around 
20 a month, rendering the extended fami¬ 
lies of suspected ‘militants’ destitute. We 
are well used to seeing the photographs 
of Palestinian men, rounded up and kept 
blindfolded for hours at a time, and every 
day the total of those held in ‘adminis¬ 
trative detention’ (a leftover from the 
British mandate) increases. 

The regime’s crackdown is meant to 
prevent attacks on Israel once and for all. 
It does no such thing, of course. In fact 
it has quite the opposite effect, driving 
more and more young Palestinians into 
the arms of Hamas and Islamic Jihad. 
And, not wishing to be outflanked, secu¬ 
lar forces linked to A1 Fatah have in des¬ 
peration adopted the disastrous ‘tactic’ 
of indiscriminate suicide attacks. The 
January 5 atrocity, which left 22 dead and 
more than 100 injured, may well have 
been the work of the Al-Aqsa Martyrs 
Brigades, an offshoot of a now increas¬ 
ingly divided A1 Fatah. 

It is tragically ironic that the victims 
were from among the very sections of 
the Israeli population that most urgently 
need to be won to support Palestinian 
rights. The two bombs stmck at a work¬ 
ing class district of Tel Aviv, populated 
mainly by migrant workers - around 
80,000 jews and non-jews, often living 
in overcrowded and appalling condi¬ 
tions. For example, one of the bombs 
went off below the flat of a Filipino na¬ 
tional. 

Since the 1993 Oslo accords, which 
set up the Palestinian Authority bantu- 
stan, it is no longer Palestinians, but 
mainly overseas workers who are used 
as worst paid labour. This trend has 
been accentuated by subsequent dra¬ 
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conian bans on movement in and from 
the occupied territories. 

But the high unemployment arising 
from the current Israeli economic stag¬ 
nation has given rise to fresh attacks on 
this other underclass. The newly created 
immigration police regularly arrest and 
deport those who overstay their work 
permits. Like that of ruling classes eve¬ 
rywhere, the Zionist regime’s immigration 
policy is pro-capital and anti-worker. 
Needless to say, the pay, conditions and 
rights of the Israeli working class as a 
whole are in turn permanently under 
threat as a result of the regime’s divide- 
and-rule immigration policy and the ab¬ 
ject failure of the very weak left to cement 
multinational working class unity. 

To retain the support of the jewish 
majority of the working class, the regime 
lays the blame for every attack against 
Israel on the Palestinian Authority and 
Yasser Arafat - despite the vice in which 
the administration of Ariel Sharon grips 
the population of the occupied territories, 
not least Arafat himself. 

As part of the latest batch of vindic¬ 
tive measures, foreign minister Benjamin 
Netanyahu has refused official Palestin¬ 
ian delegates the right to travel to Lon¬ 
don for Tony Blair’s mini-summit, 
planned for January 14-15. This would 
“legitimise a regime compromised by ter¬ 
ror”, Netanyahu said (he was not refer¬ 
ring to his own). The ban has effectively 
wrecked the conference - and with it per¬ 
haps Blair’s scheme to bring Arab and 
islamic regimes onside prior to a US-UK 
assault on Iraq. 

Sharon, faced with accusations of cor¬ 
ruption just ahead of the Israeli general 


election, is capable of taking his chauvin¬ 
ism to new extremes. Current Israeli plans 
are for an impenetrable fence encircling 
the West Bank, reducing it to a giant 
concentration camp. But there is no 
doubt that a section of the Zionist estab¬ 
lishment would like to implement its ‘fi¬ 
nal solution’ - driving most, if not all, of 
the Palestinian population out of the 
West Bank and Gaza in an illusory search 
for ‘security’. 

As we have pointed out time and again, 
the ultra-Zionists and the likes of Hamas 
are unofficial allies, feeding one off the 
other. Both aim for the destruction not 
only of the Palestinian Authority, but of 
any peaceful settlement based on the 


recognition of the national rights of both 
Palestinian Arabs and Israeli jews. 
Sharon and Netanyahu exploit the sui¬ 
cide attacks to further their aims, while 
Hamas uses Israeli brutality as a pretext 
for its indiscriminate, murderous vio¬ 
lence against civilians, which it portrays 
as the only means of resistance. 

Hamas and Sharon are twins of terror, 
whose programmes are based on a loath¬ 
ing of democracy, an inhuman disregard 
for the rights of all but their own ethnic 
or religious group and, in the last analy¬ 
sis, a deep hatred of working class power. 
Hamas shares the Zionist aim of a mono- 
national expanded state - but in its case 
the desired outcome would be a reaction¬ 


ary islamic Palestine, with the Israeli jews 
driven into the sea. 

Programmes based on either the cur¬ 
rent oppression of Palestinian Arabs or 
the future oppression of Israeli jews are 
totally and utterly reactionary. We de¬ 
mand a democratic solution, whereby 
both nationalities can enjoy full rights. 
In other words a programme based on 
the establishment of a democratic, secu¬ 
lar Palestine alongside a democratic, 
secular Israel. 

Far from such a two-state solution 
being based on ‘ethnic cleansing’, as our 
critics ludicrously suggest, it would in¬ 
corporate the free movement of people, 
including the right of return of all Pales¬ 
tinians previously driven out of their 
country by Zionist settler-colonialism. 
The Palestinians must be allowed to set 
up a viable state in areas where they form 
the majority. Furthermore there must be 
full minority rights in both entities. 

The key to achieving this lies with the 
Israeli working class (including migrant 
worst paid labour), so scandalously writ¬ 
ten out of the equation by most of the 
left. The murderous suicide bomb ‘tac¬ 
tic’, defended by Hamas apologists as a 
legitimate, if not the only, resource avail¬ 
able to the Palestinian people, is in real¬ 
ity a reactionary dead end. It drives the 
Israeli masses into the arms of the Zion¬ 
ist extremists, whose brutal actions in 
turn produce the opposite of the ‘secu¬ 
rity’ they claim as a goal. 

The Israeli working class - potentially 
by far the most powerful democratic force 
in the country, if not the entire region - 
must be won to see that Israeli national 
rights can only be secured under such a 
democratic settlement. Similarly, Palestin¬ 
ian national aspirations can only be at¬ 
tained through the recognition by the 
Palestinian masses that what is now the 
Israeli nation also has a right to exist. 

Only on the basis of such mutual rec¬ 
ognition can there be a coming together 
of the two peoples - a unity based on a 
democratic programme to be fought for 
by the working class using working class 
methods. A unity that will surely bring 
nearer the day when Palestinian Arab 
and Israeli jew can live side by side as 
fellow fighters for freedom and full hu¬ 
man self-development • 

Peter Manson 
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